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THE SOURCES OF PLUTARCH’S 
LIFE OF CICERO’ 


I. The results of source investigations have but rarely met 
with an acquiescence at all commensurate with the labor, 
the acumen, and the learning so often expended upon them. 
This is due to several causes. In the first place, the entire 
or partial loss of the original or earlier authorities naturally 
gives a more or less wide latitude to the constructive imagi- 
nation, and, in consequence, different conclusions are often 
drawn from the same concrete material. In the second place, 
any one who has even superficially examined the contributions 
in the field of source research must needs have observed 
that scholars have, with few laudable exceptions, failed to 
ascertain at the very outset, as far as this is still possible, 


1 BIBLIOGRAPHY: Heeren, De fontibus etc. Plutarchi, Gottingen, 1820, 
pp. 184-187; J. G. Lagus, Plutarchus vitae Ciceronis scriptor, Helsingfors, 
1846; Linker, Emendationen zu Sallust in Wiener Akad. vol. XIII (1854) 
pp. 266 ff.; H. Klapp, De .vétarum Plutarchi auctoribus Romanis, Bonn, 1862 ; 
G. S. Sibinga, De Plutarchi in vita Ciceronis fontibus etc. (c. 1-23), Leiden 
Diss. 1863; H. Peter, Die Quellen Plutarchs in den Biographien der Rimer, 
Halle, 1865, pp. 129-135; Weizsacker, Cicero's bropynya u. Plut.in Fleck. Jahro. 
CXI (1875) pp. 417 ff.; Diibi, Die jiimgeren Quellen der Catil. Verschworung, 
ibid. CXIILI (1876) pp. 851 ff.; G. Thouret, De Cic., Asin., . .. rerum Caesar. 
scriptoribus, Leipz. Diss. 1877 (= Lezpz. Stud. I pp. 313 ff.); Schliephacke, 
Ueber die griech. Quellen der Catil. Verschworung, Goslar, 1877; J. Besser, 
De Coniurat. Catil., Leipz. Diss. 1880; Ch. Graux, /xtrod. to his edition of 
Dem. and Cic., Paris, 1881; E. Schmidt, De Cic. commentario ...a Plutarcho 

. . expresso, Jena Diss. 1884; id. Plut.’s Bericht iiber die Catil. Verschworung, 
Liibeck, 1885; Thiaucourt, Etude sur la Conjuration de Cat. de Sall., Paris, 
1887; K. Buresch, Dze Quellen 2u den vorhand. Ber. iiber die Catil. Ver- 
schworung in Comment. in honorem Ribbeckit, 1888, pp. 217 ff.; Gudeman, 
A New Source in Plutarch’s Life of Ciceroin Transactions Amer. Philol. Assoc. 
vol. XX (1889) pp. 139-158 (cited as Zransact.); Willrich, De Coniurat. Catil. 
Jontibus, Gottingen Diss. 1893; Felke, De Sallustid Cattlina, Minster Diss. 1894 ; 
E. Schwartz, Bericht iiber die Catilin. Verschworung in Hermes vol. XXXII 
(1897) pp. §54-609; F. Leo, Die Griech.-Rim. Biographie etc., 1901, pp. 162-165. 

I 
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what authorities were accessible to the later writer, as well 
as the extent to which he would be likely to have utilized all 
the available material —a problem which can only be solved, 
if soluble at all, by a thorough examination of the working 
method, as it is revealed in the writings of the particular 
author under investigation. But even where these conditions 
have been complied with, a practice has been all but univer- 
sally followed which in my judgment must be held primarily 
responsible for the many failures met with in this field of 
philological study. I refer to the constant practice of at 
once assuming a@irect indebtedness on the score of more or 
less striking cotncidences, whether in form or substance or 
both, the very probable contingency being tod often lost 
sight of that such parallelisms may have been unavoidable, 
the similarity of the subject-matter naturally leading to simi- 
larity in its stylistic presentation, or that they had passed 
more or less intact through intermediary channels, or, finally, 
that two writers were independently indebted to a third 
source common to both. Unfortunately we are rarely in a 
position to determine with anything like satisfactory accuracy 
the real condition of affairs, but there is, at least, one criterion 
which almost invariably enables us to state dogmatically, if 
not what actually did happen, at all events what did not. It 
is a principle which, so far as my observation goes, has hitherto 
been ignored in source investigations. I have elsewhere had 
occasion to dwell upon this,? but its prime importance for the 
present study may justify my formulating it again : 


Mere coincidence or similitude of statement with some 
earlier author, be it never so striking when taken by 
itself, not only affords no reliable clue to direct tndebted- 
ness, but actually renders such an assumption frequently 
impossible, in case there be found to exist side by side 
equally noteworthy divergences or contradictions. 


2Cp. Transact. Amer. Philol. Assoc. vol. XXXI (1900) p. 95 f.; Lutrod. to 
Tac. Germ.. p. L. 
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It will thus be apparent that the only method that can 
yield acceptable results will consist in a process of efmznation, 
i.e. we must endeavor to determine what predecessors, from out 
the list possibly accessible, an author could not, for one reason 
or another, have consulted. It will then be, in many cases, 
comparatively easy to decide to what extent he probably util- 
ized the authorities still remaining, provided, of course, that their 
character, purpose, and scope are satisfactorily ascertainable. 

II. If we apply these general methodological principles to 
an investigation into the Sources of Plutarch’s Life of Cicero, 
our first task would naturally be to acquire an adequate’ 
conception of his biographical method! in regard to the 
faithfulness or freedom with which he followed still extant 
authorities? and to his habits of citing or suppressing his 
sources of information. Finally, as we are here dealing with 
the biography of a Roman, the question also arises whether 
Plutarch was sufficiently conversant with Latin to enable him 
to make an intelligent use of the Latin works, so indispensable 
to a satisfactory treatment of the career of the great orator. 
That the answer can only be a strong affirmative has been 
shown elsewhere.? As regards the other problems a careful 
and unbiased examination yields the following conclusions : 

The extent of Plutarch’s indebtedness to his Roman prede- 
cessors is largely conditioned by their number, their char- 
acter, their exhaustiveness, and their accessibility. It must, 

1Cp. H. Peter, Die Quellen Plutarchs etc. pp. 1-4; Wachsmuth, £7z/et¢. 


in das Stud. d. alt. Gesch. s.n.; B. Perrin, Plutarch’s 7hemdstocles and Aristides, 
New York, 1901, pp. I-20 ; Tes Le. pp. 155 ff. 

2 Especially instructive in this connection is his life of Coriolanus, for which 
the narrative of Dionysius of Halicarnassus constituted almost the only source. 
Cf. Peter, Dze Quellen etc. pp. 7-17. 

3 Cp. 7ransact. p. 140 ff. and the useful but far from exhaustive discussion 
of Sickinger, De dinguae Latinae apud Plutarchum religuits et vestigiis, Freiburg 
Diss. 1883. W. Vornefeld, De scriptorum Latinorum locis a Plutarcho citatis, 
Miinster Diss. 1901, is superficial and worthless. The famous statement in 
Plut. Dem. c. 3 (see Appendix IIT) merely signifies that he did not feel com- 
petent to institute a comparison between Demosthenes and Cicero as orators. 
Cp. Klapp lc. p. 3 and Peter, Die Quellen etc. p. 6r. 
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therefore, be determined for each biography independently. 
On the other hand, Plutarch, following the all but universal prac- 
tice of ancient historians, did not feel called upon to ransack 
the primary and often widely scattered sources, in case this 
laborious task had already been satisfactorily performed by 
others.‘ That this had been done for the life and career of 
Cicero before Plutarch became his biographer can admit of no 
doubt. He was, therefore, relieved of the necessity of con- 
sulting a great variety of authors who wrote in what was to 
him after all a foreign, albeit not an unfamiliar language. 
But quite apart from this consideration, an extensive Latin 
library was certainly not accessible to him in his small native 
town which, as he tells us with touching local pride, he did 
not care to desert, lest it grow less by even one inhabitant. 
This assumption is, indeed, confirmed by his own words in 
Dem. 2,5 which must have been written with spectal reference 
to the biography of Cicero, for the following reasons: In the 
first place, this complaint would have been unjustified, if he 
had taken advantage of his residence in Rome to acquaint 
himself fully with the extensive literature on Cicero at his 
disposal or had taken pains to collect such traditions con- 
cerning him as still survived in the imperial city. In the 
second place, in composing the life of Demosthenes he was 
not in the predicament of which he speaks, for all the sources 
were written in Greek, and the orations, in particular, must 
have long been familiar to him. The proximity of Athens, 
moreover, rendered these sources easy of access, and his 
opportunities for acquiring hearsay information were, to judge 
from his associations, unquestionably abundant 6 

Again, Plutarch conforms to the usage of ancient historiog- 
raphy in habitually suppressing the authorities whom he most 

4Cp. H. Peter, Dre geschichtl. Literat. etc. II, pp. 191 f.; Leo l.c. p. 162. 

5 See Appendix III. 

6 It will not therefore appear accidental that the biography of Cicero contains 


no such phrases as Dem. c. 31, Tov pev obv Anuoobévous améxers, Zbore, Blov ef 
Gv huets dvéyvwnev 9 Sinkovcaper. 
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extensively followed.’ Where he does cite them, it is gener- 
ally with reference to minor details, or because of discrepan- 
cies in the traditional records which he did not care or was 
unable to reconcile. In such cases, he often quotes the 
account of some noted author which differed from the one 
accepted by him, and allows the reader to make his own 
inferences as to their respective validity. The paucity of 
sources, finally, which we must postulate at all events for 
Plutarch’s Roman Lives, involves the necessary corollary that 
he did not constantly pass from one to the other, but that he 
would follow one guide for continuous stretches at a time, 
digressions or ¢u@A7pata being usually labeled as such by a 
Adyerat or some similar phrase. 

III. Now of the writings which dealt, directly or indirectly, 
incidentally or exclusively, with the career of Cicero and 
which were still extant in the days of Plutarch, the following 
list will probably be found to be fairly exhaustive ; for it is 
unlikely that important sources of information existed of which 
no trace has survived.* 


I. Cicero. 
a. *Yaopyyua THs brareias. 
*Epistula ad Pompetum.* 
*Poem ae consulatu, in 3 books (Urania, Minerva, Calliope).3 
*Poem de temporibus suis,* in 3 books. 
*De consiliis suits.’ 


* Those marked with an asterisk have not come down to us. 


7 Thus, to mention at least one indubitable instance, the name of Dionysius 
occurs but ovce in the Compar. Alc. et Cor. 2, never in the Camillus, and yet 
both the Coriolanus (see above p. 3”) and the biography of the latter are based 
upon the account in the Archaeology. 

1Cp. ad Att. I. 19,10; 20, 6; Il.1,1; Plut. Caes.8; Crass. 13; Dio Cass. 
XLVI. 21. 

2 Schol. Bob. p. 270 non mediocris ad instar voluminis scripta; gro Sull. 
24, 67. Perhaps identical in contents with the Greek memoir. 

8 Cic. de div. I. 17-22. 4 ad Quint. frat. III. 1,24; ad fam.I.9, 23. 

5 Cp. Ascon. Ped. p. 831 Or.; Charisius G. Z. I. 146; Boethius de inst. 
mus. I. 1. It is admittedly identical with the dvéxdora, and is frequently 
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Brutus (esp. c. 89, 305-92, 316). 
Epistles. 

Orations. 

LI: *Tiro, de vita Ciceronts — *de tocts Ciceronts. 
. *C. Trebonius, de facete dictis Ciceronts. 

- *Corn. Nepos, de vita Cicerontis. 


. *T, Pomponius Atticus, epi Kixépwvos trateias.® 


Poop aos 


*Herodes, Ilept Kixépwvos trareias.™ 
Ill. a. Political Pamphlets’: e.g. *Antonius, pos rovs ®idu7- 
mukovs dvaypadai (Cic. c. 41); 

b. Rhetorical Exercises: Ps. Sallustii Zrvectiva in Ciceronem 
—[Latro?] Declamatio in Catilinam — Suasoriae and 
Controversiae * and perhaps the De petztione consulatus, 
attributed to Q. Cicero. 

Sallust’s Cas¢line. 

. *Livy (esp. books 91-120). 

. *Asinius Pollio, Bella Crvilia. 

*Tanusius Geminus, Azstoria; *M. Bibulus, Zdicta, *C. 
Curio, Orationes ; *M. Actorius Naso.?® 


IV. 


Boop 


mentioned by Cicero himself, e.g. ad Az. II. 6, 2; XIV. 17, 6. It is alluded 
to in Plut. Crass. 13, vy run Ab6yw... obTos wey 6 Abyos é€€560n peTa THY duotv 
(sc. Crassus and Caesar) reAevrqy, and perhaps Cyc. 20, Ws a’rés pnow (de 
Terentia). According to Dio Cass. XX XIX. 10,1 it was sealed and entrusted 
to his son with the injunction that it should neither be read nor published 
before his death. 

® Nepos Azz. 25, 18, 6; Cic. ad A7t. II. 1, 1. 

6a Harshly criticised by Cic. ad Att. II. 2 and not mentioned élsewhere. 

7 The virulent speech against Cicero put into the mouth of Fufius Calenus 
by Dio Cass. XLVI. 1-28 may give us an idea of their character. When the 
conditions which gave rise to these publications had passed away, they were 
naturally allowed to perish, and probably but few survived until Plutarch’s 
time. Cp. also Ascon. Ped. p. 95 feruntur orationes illorum (sc. Antonius and 
Catiline) non ab ipsis scriptae sed ab Ciceronis obtrectatoribus, and, on some 
others, O. E. Schmidt, Flugschriften aus der Zeit des 1. Triumvirats in Neue 
Jahrb. f. class. Alt. VV. 9 (1901) pp. 620-655, and H. Peter, Geschichtl. Literat. 
etc. I, pp. 163 ff. 

8 Sen. Svas. VI: Deliberat Cicero an Antonium deprecetur; VII: Deliberat 
Cicero an scripta sua comburat, promittente Antonio incolumitatem si fecisset ; 
Controv. VII. 17: Popillium parricidii reum Cicero defendit, absolutus est. 
Proscriptum Ciceronem ab Antonio missus occidit Popillius et caput eius ad 
Antonium rettulit. 

9 With the exception of Bibulus, we owe the mention of these otherwise 
unknown writers to Suet. Caes. 9, where they are cited for the so-called first 


.- SOURCES OF PLUTARCH’S LIFE OF CICERO 7 


e. *Cremutius Cordus ; *Aufidius Bassus ; *Brutidius Niger.?” 
V. a. *Fenestella, Annales. 
b.. Asconius Pedianus, Commentary to Cicero’s Speeches 
(extant: 72 Pis., pro Scauro; pro Mil.,; pro Cornelio; 
i tog. cand.). 
VI. a. *Diodorus, *Strabo, and * Nicolaus Damascenus. 
b. *The ante-Plutarchean sources of Appian and Dio Cassius. 
VII. *Suetonius, de vita Ciceronis, a part of the De wirds cllus- 
tribus. 


It is irrelevant to my present purpose to enumerate even 
the most important Roman authors referred to directly in 
Plutarch’s voluminous writings,!! we being here more immedi- 
ately concerned with his allusions to such as are given in the 
above list, although the explicit quotation of authorities by 
no means, as we shall have frequent occasion to see, involves 
direct knowledge of them — no more, in fact, than the failure 
to cite them necessarily implies Plutarch’s ignorance of their 
existence. 

Plutarch quotes Cicero’s iréprnpua THs brrateiasand avéxdota 
(Crass. 13), his Laudatio Catonis (Cic. c. 39), and the philo- 
sophical works in a vague and general way (c. 24. 40; Comp. 
Dem. et Cic. 2). Out of a total of about a dozen references to 
the Letters and some ¢wenzy to the Speeches, four ™ of the 


conspiracy of Catiline. Cp. Cic. ad Ad. II. 20, 4, Bibulus hominum admira- 
tione et benevolentia in caelo est. dicta eius et contiones describunt et 
leguit. They seem to have been directed against Caesar. 

19 Cited by Sen. Swas. VI. 18 ff., together with Livy and Pollio, as historians 
who gave an account of Cicero’s assassination. 

11 This is done, with the indication of the passages, if still extant, in 7yavsact. 
p- 124 f. note 4. 

12 It is perhaps not accidental that three of them were written in Greek. 
Besides these we have allusions to letters of Trebatius (c. 37) and Brutus 
(Comp. Dem. et Cic. 4) to Cicero-and one written by Brutus to Atticus (c. 45). 
A number of items, found in the extant Correspondence, are given without any 
hint as to their ultimate source, e.g. c. 36, 6, Cicero’s answer to a request of 
Caelius (= ad fam. II. 11); some again are introduced by a vague ypdge év 
émioronais (c. 37) or credited to him by a phrase like 74 ev ody év rals emia odais 
yeypaypéva Toatrd éorwv. That they were all taken at second or third hand 
will be shown below. 
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former and fifteen of the latter occur in the biography of 
Cicero. Mefos, though not the vita Ciceronis, is cited five 
times *#; Sad/ust, but not the Catilina, three times®; Asznzus 
Pollio® and Tiro’s™ exhaustive® biography twice each. 
Livy's ® name occurs a dozen times in Plutarch, but nowhere 
in his Cicero. The latest literary allusion is the incidental 
reference to the Memoirs of Augustus.® 

To these must be added the far more numerous references 
to earlier authorities, indicated by vague and general phrases. 
They often introduce a digression, or incidental observations ; 
nor must the plural number be taken as a proof of a plurality 
of sources, as it often merely corresponds to an ‘on dit,’ or 
was, in some instances, perhaps occasioned by the citation of 
several authorities in the source directly consulted : 


a. A€yerat, A€youvowyv: c.1, 1.28 Si.; 2,43 4, 283 5, 2259.73 
17, 29.6; 25,15; 32,153 33,27; 36,8; 39, 22; 40,18; 
41,13 46, 2; 49,1; Comp. 1, 18 —Deyouevan: c. 41, 16; 
45,14. 

b. yol, paai, tives b€ pact, ws Paci Eeveor: c. 6, 16; 
20, 6 (as aitds dyow 6 Kixépwv); 41, 29—C. 40, 12; 
44, 313 44, 9—C. 20, 24 —C. 4, 7. 

c. Sdoxel, €d0xet: C. 2,7; 12,113 14,33 23, 273 29, 12. 


138 ¢, 3 (pro Roscio), 7 (in Verrem), 9 (pro Manilio), 10 ff. (in Cat.), 12 (de 
leg. agrar.), 24. 48 (Philippica), 35 (pro Murena, pro Milone), 37 (pro Ligario), 
Comp. 1 (pro Caelio), and a number no longer extant, c. 6. 13 (pro Othone) 
and esp. c. 26. On the reference to the pro Plancio, see below. 

14 Marc. 12. 30; Tid. Gracch. 21; Lucull. 43; Comp. Pelop.et Marc. i. 

1 Zucull. 11. 333 Comp. Lys. et Sull. 3. 

16 Caes. 46; Pomp. 72. 

MW Cic. 41. 49; Tac. Dial. 17; Gell. M. A. IV. 10, 5. ‘3 

18 The 4th book had not advanced beyond the Clodian episode. Cp. Ascon. 
Ped. 22 Milon. p. 49. 

19 The citations extend from Bks. V-CXVI. But as Plutarch’s perusal of 
the Livins ingens Quem mea non totum bibliotheca capit is quite out of the 
question, either all these quotations were taken at second hand, or else he read 
an Epitome of Livy, such as is known to have existed in the time of Domitian 
(Mart. XIV. 190; Stat. Sv/7. IV. 7, 53), if not actually as early as the reign of 
Tiberius. 

20 Comp. Dem. et Cic. 3 and Cic. 45. 
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ws €ouke: C. 1, 233 35,63 44, 17. 

e. igropovour, tardépytat: c.1, 33 5, 26; 44, 19—evi0e 
TOV Tvyypahéwy icropyKacty: C. 49, 32. 

f. dropvnpovevovo.y: C. 24, 1I—ToAAG xaplevta S10- 
PvymoveveTat: C. 7, 24. 

g. Av wvOécbar, tvvOdvopar: c. 1,3 —C. 49, 3. 

h. @ pév oby déia pynpys tov epi... Kexépwvos 
igtopovpevwy eis THY yueTtépay dpixrar yvaour, 
taut éotiv: Comp. Dem. et Cic. c. 1, 22 f. 

i. 7d BiBria reAXeuTdY KatémANGE Kal TA TVYypdppara 
TOV éykwpiwy: C. 24,3—ds Ex TOV ovyypappatoy 
AaBety gore: Cc. 24, 10—ézaivwr, ois ToAAaxod 
XpHtat wepi Tov dvdpos: c. 24, 21—dore b€ Tus Kal 
Tov HOovs év Tols Adyots ExaTEepov Slows: Comp. 
Dem. et Cte. 1, 5. 

j. Tivés... €mipvovtar...dpvnpovorvar: c. 24, 18. 24. 

k. tov 8& Kar’ adtov évddéwr... ovK Zari ovdels, Sv 
ovx émoinoey évdoédtepov } rN€ywv 7} ypadeov 
evmevOs wept Exdorov: c. 24, 24 ff.—aoddd perv 
Kaicapt ypadeor: Cc. 37, 32. 


IV. This preliminary discussion will, I hope, have paved 
the way for a detailed examination into the sources of the 
information contained in Plutarch’s Life of Cicero, but, before 
I proceed to this analysis, I deem it expedient to survey, as 
briefly as possible, the results at which previous investigators 
have arrived, particularly as my own conclusions will be found 
to differ so materially from those which have hitherto been 
more or less generally accepted. 

While opinions have naturally varied as to the precise 
extent of Plutarch’s indebtedness to the several authorities 
who, in the conviction of scholars, had been consulted by the 
biographer, substantial unanimity seems to exist as regards 
the following points: Plutarch, we are assured, unquestion- 
ably read and utilized Cicero’s iréyynpa rhs trarteias, the 
Letters and Speeches (of the latter particularly the Cazz/inzan, 
the Philippics, and the gro Plancio), and the autobiographical 
chapters of the Brutus. 
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Finally, it is generally held that he was under deep obliga- 
tions to Sallust’s Ca¢¢/zze and to Tiro’s de vita Ciceronis and 
de tocts Ciceronis. 

These confident allegations, however, rest upon no founda- 
tion. Plutarch, as I hope to demonstrate in the following 
pages, did not consult for the purpose of this biography a 
single work of Cicero’s nor Sallust’s monograph nor Tiro nor 
Livy. While this part of my analysis is strictly negative in 
character, I shall also show that Plutarch’s biography con- 
tains a very considerable amount of information of post-Livian 
or post-Augustan origin and that one of the principal sources 
for these portions was none other than Suetonius’s L7fe of 
Cicero. 

Va. To begin with the works expressly cited by Plutarch, 
for these quotations must naturally create the impression of 
having been secured at first hand,! we may first take up the 
Letters of Cicero. Now the mere presumption that Plutarch 
had been acquainted with this unique and inexhaustible 
thesaurus of historical and autobiographical information at 
once puts us on the horns of a dilemma: if he was, he must 
either have read the emtzre correspondence (which, as may be 
observed in passing, was probably double the size of our extant 
collection?) and then have culled from it, like a modern Dru- 
mann, what appeared relevant to his purpose, or else he did 
not consult any part of it at first hand. 

That the latter is the only acceptable alternative can be 
easily shown. In the first place, Plutarch on his own statement 
had not the leisure, and, as I have also pointed out above, he 
could not have had the disposition, to ransack so vast a store- 
house for his materials, not to mention that the ancients, with 
the possible exception of Suetonius,® utterly failed to realize 

1 Particularly such expressions as we find in c. 24, 7xeddv .. - pla Kal Oevrépa... 
év opyy Tim yéypamtat 37 Ta wey ob ey rails émuarodals yeypaupéva ToaiTd ori. 

2 We possess in all 864 letters, of which 774 are written by Cicero himself. 


3 The extensive use which he makes of these Letters is all the more note- 
worthy, because the subjects of his extant writings would not naturally nor 
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the incomparable value of these contemporary documents.* 
Finally, even if we were to grant, on the strength of the 
direct and indirect allusions to these Letters, that Plutarch 
perused only a part of them, the capriciousness of the selec- 
tion no less than the comparatively trivial information which 
such reading yielded would still remain quite inexplicable. But 
if these general considerations should not prove convincing, 
positive evidence that the biographer never read the Corre- 
spondence of Cicero will be furnished by c. 37. Weare there 
told that Trebatius wrote to the orator that Caesar would be 
pleased with the support of Cicero, but if his advanced age 
should forbid an active participation, he might at least retire to 
Greece, remaining neutral throughout the impending struggle. 
Cicero, however, vexed that Caesar did not write to him a 
personal letter, replied in anger,® saying that he would do 
nothing unworthy of his past career. Plutarch concludes 
with the clause 7a péev ody év tais émictoXais yeypappéva 
ro.atTa éott. Now we still possess a letter of Cicero which 
seems to refer to this very incident ; but unless we gratui- 
tously assume that the allusion is based upon some letter now 
lost, it differs, in spite of a general agreement, in a number 
of details sufficiently significant to preclude Plutarch’s perusal 
of the original.6 Thus, we find nothing in the Latin about 


often suggest the expediency of their consultation. We may, therefore, be 
reasonably certain that he exploited the Correspondence to the fullest extent 
in his Life of Cicero. Cp. also Macé, Zssaz sur Suétone pp. 284-298 (Cicéron 
chez Suétone). 

4 Cp. H. Peter, Der Brief in der rom. Literatur, 1901, p. 51. 

5 The Greek does not make it clear, whether the letter was sent to Caesar 
or to Trebatius. If the former is meant, the discrepancy pointed out above 
would be still greater. 

6 ad. Att. VII. 17, 3: Trebatius quidem scribit se ab illo .. . rogatum esse 
ut scriberet ad me ut essem ad urbem, nihil ei me gratius facere posse. Haec 
verbis plurimis. Intellexi ex dierum ratione, ut primum de discessu nostro 
Caesar audisset, laborare eum coepisse, ne omnes abessemus. ... I]lud admiror 
non ipsum ad me scripsisse (= @avudoas br. Kaicap avrds ov éypayer) . . . 
rescripsi ad Trebatium — nam ad ipsum Caesarem qui mihi nihil scripsisset 
nolui (dmexplvaro mpods dpyyv!)— quam illud hoc tempore difficile esse . . . sin 
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Caesar’s proposal of eventual neutrality, nothing which would 
justify the assertion that Cicero replied mpos dpyjv. Finally, 
the extant collection contains a number of letters which passed 
between these parties at this time, and they are all couched 
in friendly terms.’ They throw considerable light upon the 
attitude of the two men toward each other, and yet we are 
asked to believe that Plutarch overlooked these altogether 
while he inaccurately reproduced the tenor of another ! 

V>. So much for the Lefters.1 I pass on to the Speeches. 
In the detailed account of the Catilinian Conspiracy, the 
famous orations are expressly alluded to in four? places, 
coincidences with Plutarch’s narrative are also numerous, and 
hence scholars have had no hesitation in ascribing a direct 
knowledge of them to the biographer. But if ever mere 
coincidences have proved to be worthless as evidence of direct 
indebtedness, it would be in this case, for the reason that 
this episode was certainly dealt with at greater or less length 
in all histories or biographies of Cicero, and hence the salient, 
well-established facts are related with substantial unanimity 
in Cicero, Sallust, Appian, Florus, and Dio, to mention only 
the extant accounts. It is in the arrangement of the subject- 
matter and in details that divergences are revealed, and they 
are all incompatible with the assumption that Plutarch had 
carefully perused the original records. A few particularly 
significant illustrations will suffice: 

In Cic. zz Cat. I. 4, 9, we read: reperté sunt duo equites 
Romant qui... me meo in lectulo interfecturos pollice- 
rentur . . . exclust eos quos Catilina mane ad me salutatum 
misevat. Here no names are given, but in the pro Sulla 
6, 18 one Cornelius is introduced as gui me in sedibus meis 
in conspectu uxoris meae ac liberorum meorum trucidaret, and 
bellum geretur, non deero officio nec dignitati meae, pueros JexOéuevos in 
Graeciam (ws obdev dvdtvov mpdter TOv wemohreupevwy). 

Tad Att. 1X. 6a. 16; X.8 b (ad Ciceronem) ; IX. 11 a (ad Caesarem). 


1 For other evidence, see notes to the text (Appendix I). 
2¢. 14. 16. 19. 21. 
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he also figures in Sall. Caz. 28, together with L. Vargunteius, 
a senator, as a would-be assassin of Cicero. Now in Plut. c. 16 
two others, Cethegus and one Marcius, are mentioned as those 
who had been delegated for this murderous task; he also 
knows the informant who warned Cicero and adds the absurd 
detail xwAuvOévres eicedOeiy jyavakerovy Kat KateBowv ert 
Ovpats, date bromrdtepor yeveér Oar.) 

Doubtless the names of these men were originally unknown, 

but subsequently suspicion fastened upon several conspirators, 

‘which gave rise to the variants in our extant accounts of the 
episode. Whether the correct one is found among them is 
indeterminable and immaterial, but there can be no question 
that neither the fvs¢ speech against Catiline nor the gro Sulla 
could have been Plutarch’s source, and, to anticipate the 
discussion below, Sa//ust is, at least for this particular item, 
also excluded. 

Again, zz Cat. II. 2, 4, Cicero says moleste tult quod ex 
urbe parum comitatus exterit. Utinam tlle omnes secum coptas 
eduxisset, and this is confirmed by Sall. Caz. 32, cum paucis in 
Manliana castra profectus est, whereas Plutarch c. 16 reports 
peTa Tplakoclwv ordopdpwr . . . Tpos TOV MadddALov exwpet. 

Cic. zz Cat. III. 3, 6. 5, 10 speaks of a large number of 
daggers and swords having been found in the house of 
Cethegus, but Plut. c. 18 adds hemp and sulphur and that 
the weapons were all veo@#«Tovs. 

According to zz Cat. III. 4, 8, urbem ex omnibus partibus 
guem ad modum descriptum distributumque erat, incendissent. 
Sallust Caz. 43 and Appian II. 3 mention ¢we/ve districts. 
Plut. c. 18, on the other hand, says 100 men were assigned 
to as many districts, and adds further details not found else- 
where, but ignores L. Cassius (zz Caz. III. 6, 14; IV. 6, 13). 

3 Appian’s account (II. 3) is still more circumstantial and in flat contradic- 
tion with both Cicero and Plutarch. He says Lentulus and Cethegus intended 
to entice Cicero into taking an early morning walk and then by engaging him 


in conversation and thus drawing him away from his people to murder him. 
Dio Cass. 37, 32 mentions only dvw ruvds. 
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The story of Cicero’s energetic measures to crush the con- 
spiracy in the bud, of his shrewd dealings with the Allobrogians, 
and of the exposure in the senate, so graphically told zz Cat. 
III. 2, 4 ff., again differs in important details from the narra- 
tive in Plut. c. 18. We may conclude with one other exam- 
ple, though the list of discrepancies is by no means exhausted. 
When Plut. c. 21 says that Cicero after hearing Caesar’s plea 
for clemency immediately avacras éveyetpnoev els Exdtepov Ta 
bev TH Tpotépa, Ta b€ TH yvdpyn Kaloapos cuverradv, ol Te 
Piro mavtes oidpevo. TO Kixdpwor cupdépav tiv Kaicapos 
yvouny etc., it must be evident that he never read the fourth 
speech against Catiline.t 

A similar analysis of Plutarch’s statements in c. 12 (de lege 
agraria), c. 23 (where, e.g., Cato is said to have been the first 
to hail Cicero as pater patriae, whereas he himself * mentions 
Q. Catulus), his account of the trial of Roscius (c. 3),® of 
Verres (c. 7 f.), of Milo and Murena (c. 35), can leave no doubt 
in any unprejudiced mind that the biographer had not con- 
sulted these speeches. Finally, even the pro Plancio must be 
eliminated from the list of Plutarch’s possible sources, although 
Cicero is expressly cited as his authority. The juxtaposition 
and analysis of the two passages will make this clear : 

pro Plancio 26, 64 f.: Vere me hercule Plut. Cre. c.6 : ént rov- 
hoc dicam : Sic tum existimabam, nihil homi- ras _otv péya ppovav eis 
nes aliud Romae nisi de quaestura mea loqui  ‘Pwynv BadiLwv yedoidv re 

. excogitati quidam erant a Siculis hono-  raeiv dyouv. Swvtvywv 
res in me inauditi: itaque hac spe decede- yap dvdpi tay éemdavav 
bam, ut mihi populum Romanum ultro omnia —@uAw Soxotvre wept Kayra- 
delaturum putarem. Ategocumcasudiebus  viav, épéoOo, riva 8 tév 


iis itineris faciendi causa decedens e pro- empaypévwy tm’ abrod o- 
vineia Puteolos forte venissem ... concidi —-yov éxovor “Pwyator kai ri 


4 This view is also advocated by Sibinga l.c. p. 77, though he regards this 
oration as non-Ciceronian. 

5in Pis. 3,6; pro Sextio 57, 121. Both of these speeches are full of 
biographical detail which Plutarch would not likely have ignored had he known 
them. And the same is true of many others in the Ciceronian collection. 

6 Cf. Sibinga l.c. pp. 16-19, and notes to text. 
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paene, iudices, cum ex me quidam quaesis- 
set, quo die Roma exissem et num quid- 
nam novi. Cui cum respondissem me e 
provincia decedere, ‘‘Etiam me hercule,” 
inquit, ‘ut opinor, ex Africa.” Huic ego 
iam stomachans fastidiose ‘Immo ex Sici- 
lia” inquam. Tum quidam quasi qui omnia 
sciret, “Quid tu nescis,” inquit, “hunc 
quaestorem Syracusis fuisse?” . .°. ea res, 
iudices, haud scio an plus mihi profuerit, 
quam si mihi tum essent omnes gratulati. 
Nam posteaquam sensi populi Romani aures 
hebetiores, oculos autem esse acres atque 
acutos, destiti quid de me audituri essent 
homines, cogitare; feci ut postea cotidie 


povotory, ws dvouaros Kai 
dofys 


eon aN 9 2 
auTw THV TOALY ATATaV EL- 


TOV TeTpayywLevwv 


i be 2 > ca 
menAnkws* Tov 8° eimely- 
“Tod yap js, & Kixepw, 
Tov xpovov ToUTOV;”’ TéTE 
vet. > 2 a , 
pev obv eabupqoa mavTa- 
> ¥ > , 
Tac, et kabdzmrep eis 7réAa- 
yos dxaves THY TOAW Eurre- 
cov 6 epi avtod Adyos 
ovdey eis ddfav émidydov 
memoinkey* voTepoy b& Ao- 
Re aero \ 5 
yopov éavtd dors rodv 
THs pirotipias Dpetrev, ws 
mpos GOpioTov Tpayya THY 


dogav 


, > 2 Yo» 
TEPAS OVK éikTov exXovoav. 


praesentem me viderent, habitavi in oculis, dpurdAwpevos — kal 


pressi forum. 


That the w/timate source of this exquisite story was the 
Ciceronian speech is, of course, self-evident, only Plutarch 
could not possibly have had it before his eyes when he 
penned this paragraph,’ so thoroughly spoiled has it been in 
the retelling. Thus, the best part of the joke turns upon the 
interlocutor’s failure to distinguish Lzlybaeum, Cicero’s dis- 
trict, from Syracuse, the two together forming the province 
of Sicily. Plutarch knew nothing of this and calmly speaks 
of Cicero as quaestor of Sicily. Again, according to the 
original Cicero made an excursion, in Plutarch he has left his 
province at the expiration of his term of office. Inthe Latin 
an unknown individual puts the annoying question, in the 
Greek Cicero questions an eminent friend. Cicero is very 
explicit as to the locality, Plutarch speaks vaguely of Cam- 
pania. In the Latin, once more, we have the delightful col- 
loquy which culminates in Cicero’s complete discomfiture, in 
the Greek only a simple question is asked. Finally, Cicero’s 
application of the story, and the lesson he drew from the 


7 This is also recognized by H. Peter, Die Quellen etc. p. 130, and by 
Sibinga lc. p. 26-28. 
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incident, are partly omitted, partly misunderstood, and partly 
contradicted in the clumsy reproduction. Certainly no Roman 
biographer or historian, such as Tiro, Nepos, Livy, or Sue- 
tonius, could have transmitted this anecdote in the emascu- 
lated shape in which we find it in Plutarch. It represents 
doubtless what in modern parlance would be called a news- 
paper clipping, a stray item which Plutarch may have come 
upon in some of the many post-Augustan collectanea of 
reruim memorabilium and which he had hastily transferred 
to his Commonplace Book, or else he was here quoting a 
story he had once heard, but had imperfectly retained in his 
memory. 

A close analysis, then, of Plutarch’s references to Cicero’s 
orations, whether direct or indirect, can, I feel convinced, 
justify but one conclusion : to wit, that, while he may have 
glanced at some speeches, he did not use them as biographical 
sources of information.® 

Ve. That Cicero’s Brutus, especially the famous autobio- 
graphical chapters at the close, was consulted by Plutarch 
seems to be universally admitted, this conviction being based 
upon c. 3 and 4, which are chiefly devoted to the philosophical 
and rhetorical training of the young Cicero. No doubt the 
numerous coincidences existing between the two accounts, 
more particularly the enumeration of the Asianic rhetoricians, 
might lend color to this supposition, for even Strabo, the only 
later writer who besides Plutarch speaks of them, cites the 
Brutus as his authority.1. And yet Plutarch cannot have read 
a line of this work, so glaring are the contradictions. In the 
first place, Plutarch’s knowledge of the history of Greek phi- 
losophy and rhetoric was unquestionably profound and exten- 
sive, and he was not, therefore, called upon to consult a 

8 We possess 54 speeches entire, 17 in fragments, and we know the titles, in 
some cases also the contents, of 30 more. Plutarch, therefore, had he desired 
to read some of Cicero’s speeches, would have been confronted with a collec- 


tion of over ove hundred from which to choose! See Appendix I. 
1 Strabo XIII. 660. 
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Latin writer for his information on these subjects.2. But we 
are happily not compelled to rely upon such considerations. 
If Plutarch read the Brutus, how was it possible that he 
should represent Cicero as leaving Rome immediately after 
the Roscian trial, whereas Cicero says expressly that he 
remained two years longer actively engaged in forensic occu- 
pation until his health gave out, a statement which Plutarch, 
after asserting that it was put forth as a pretext by the orator 
to conceal his cowardly departure out of fear of Sulla, con- 
firms in the very next paragraph? Again, Plutarch makes 
him return on the news of the dictator’s death, whereas 
Cicero did not do so until two years later, when, as he tells 
us himself, the objects which had caused him to leave Rome 
had been attained. Finally, in the enumeration of Cicero’s 
teachers Plutarch omits Demetrius the Syrian and Aeschylus 
the Cnidian, but adds Posidonius and refers to Molo as 
Apollonius the son of Molo. Posidonius, although his name 
occurs no fewer than eighteen times in the extant writings of 
Cicero, is referred to but twice, and that in a parenthetical 
way,.as the orator’s teacher; but these passages were certainly 
unknown to Plutarch, not to mention that neither the time 
when nor the place where Cicero enjoyed his instruction is 
there given.2 The confusion between Afol/onius 6 padaxds, 
much the older man, and J/o/o, Cicero’s teacher both in 
Rome and in Rhodes,? furnishes still another proof that Plu- 
tarch was not indebted to the Bruzuzs. Their identification, it 
is true, is extremely common both in Greek and Latin writers 
after the time of Cicero, Strabo, and Valerius Maximus,® the 

2 Tf his biographical source had said no more than that Cicero had been a 
pupil of Rhodian rhetoricians, their names would readily suggest themselves 
to him. But if he found them already mentioned, there is only one biographer 
of Cicero known to us who would be likely to have done so, namely Szetonzus, 
the author of the de grammaticis et rhetoribus. 

3 de fato 3, 5, Posidonius quaedam (pace magistri dixerim) comminisci 
videtur ; de nat. deor. I. 3, 5, Diodotus, Philo, Antiochus, Posidonius a quibus 


instituti sumus. 4 Brut. 89, 307. 90, 312. 91, 316. 
5 Cf. Susemihl, Gesch. der alex. Lit. Il. pp. 489-493. 
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younger rhetorician being referred to often as Apollonius or 
Apollonius Molo — for Plutarch’s ’AqodAdwvig to Merwvos 1 
is in my judgment due to a misunderstanding of his Latin 
source, which probably contained the genitive Apollonit 
Molonis, he being ignorant of the fact that the Latin, unlike 
the Greek, does not express descent by the genitive case. 

V4. Of the writings of Cicero still to be discussed there 
remain only his poems de consulatu and de temporibus suts, 
the Greek Memotr on his Consulship and the de consiliis suis 
or avéxdora. On general considerations, it is to the highest 
degree improbable that Plutarch utilized any of the poetic? 
effusions for his narrative, although certain items may be 
ultimately based upon them, as the following passage in 
Servius ad Verg. He/. VIII. 104 f. seems to show: hoc uxori 
Ciceronis dicttur contigisse, cum post peractum sacrificium 
libare vellet, in cinerem ex ipso cinere flamma surrexit quae 
flamma eodem anno consulem futurum ostendit eius maritum, 
sicut Cicero in suo testatur poemate. This same omen is 
related by Dio Cass. 37, 35 and with circumstantiality of 
detail in Plut. Czc. 20, Terentia’s characterization being 
introduced by the words ws adres dyaw 6 Kixépov. What 
more probable, than that the poem de consulatu is the original 
source of both Dio and Plutarch! A closer examination, 
however, reveals considerable objections to this assumption. 
In the first place, Servius, who, as the a@zcztur perhaps 
indicates, cites only at second hand, places the incident at 
an earlier time, when Cicero was again a private citizen, 
whereas Plutarch expressly informs us that the annual festi- 
val of the Bona Dea always took place in the house of the 


1 So again in Plut. Caes. 3, but not elsewhere. It is, however, significant to 
note in this connection that Suet. Caes. 4 also speaks of Apollonius Molo 
where Molo was meant. : 

2 The one solitary allusion to a Latin poet, throughout all the voluminous 
writings of Plutarch, is found in Lucul/. 39, where the reference to Horace 
(viz. Epist. I. 6, 40 ff.), if not an actual interpolation, as I still believe it to be, 
is in any case taken at second or third hand. Cp. Zramsact. p. 149 note 16. 
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consul,’ and that Cicero accordingly went to the residence of a 
neighbor, there to deliberate upon the best mode of dealing 
with the conspirators. In the second place, the interpreta- 
tion of the omen, as well as the time of its occurrence, 
exhibits noteworthy divergences. If we are to believe 
Servius, Cicero himself spoke of it as having happened 
before he was elected; according to Plutarch and Dio (who, 
however, makes no mention of the Bona Dea or of Teren- 
tia) the miracle occurred shortly before the famous debate 
in the senate and was interpreted as justifying Cicero in 
insisting on the death penalty. Again, the deliberations of 
‘the consul in Plutarch follow the arrest of the conspira- 
tors, whereas in Sallust c. 46 they are made to precede 
the sensational exposure, and there is no allusion to the 
prodigy. 

The narrative in Plutarch is homogeneous throughout and 
not marred by any irrelevant additions. Now, unless we 
gratuitously maintain that the authority of Cicero is specially 
invoked for the sole purpose of substantiating the parenthetical 
remark concerning Terentia, while the truth of the curious 
story immediately preceding was allowed to stand on its own 
merits, we must conclude that the entire passage was culled 
from one and the same source. But if so, this authority 
cannot have been the Ciceronian poem, even if we lay no 
stress upon the chronological difficulty in Servius for the 
reasons given above. The Greek Memoir, on the other 
hand, is no less out of the question, and that chiefly for two 


3 Dio Cass. Le. év 77 oikig avrob, but in c. 45 he speaks of these ceremonies 
as taking place wapd re rots brdrow kal rapa Tots oTparnyots. May not 
this statement be ultimately due to some scholar, like Fenestella, who wished 
to reconcile the conflicting chronology in the traditional accounts of this 
incident? 

4 Dio, however, places the incident early in the morning, Plutarch in the 
evening. In the former again 7d mip éwi paxpérarov mapa 7d elxds 7pOn, in the 
latter éx ris répas xal T&y Kexavuevwr prov Prdya woAAY avijxe kal Aaumpdar. 
Plutarch and Dio, therefore, unquestionably followed different authorities. 
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reasons : In the first place, Cicero’s own reflections® could 
not have assumed the condemnatory form which Plutarch 
has given to them (ards te dd£exv avavdpos Kai waraxds etc.) ; 
in the second place, the disparaging remarks concerning his 
wife could not well have been made at a time when their 
estrangement had not yet taken place, the tréurnua having 
been written in 60 B.C. In the avé«dora published after 
the divorce they might, of course, have occurred, but then 
there is no evidence that this work rehearsed the story of the 
conspiracy from the beginning, nor are we justified in ascrib- 
ing to Plutarch any first-hand acquaintance with the avéxdota 
on the strength of so vague a reference as the év rim Ady 
etc. in his Life of Crassus.® 

That the tropurvnua tHs bratetas, on the other hand, cited 
in the same passage, had been read by Plutarch, it were no 
less rash to conclude from this solitary and incidental allusion ; 
and yet, since the time of Heeren, scholars have with ever- 
increasing confidence ‘maintained that we must indeed reeog- 
nize in this Greek Memoir the principal, if not actually the 
only, source of Plutarch’s information on this subject.’ We 
shall see subsequently that there is no satisfactory evidence 
for this assumption. 

VI. Turning to a consideration of Sallust’s De coniuratione 
Catilinae, it might be supposed that a comparison between 
the extant monograph and the account in Plutarch would 
definitely settle any question as to the indebtedness of the 


5 These deliberations seem to be ultimately based upon a swzasoria, possibly 
suggested by Sallust l.c., and entitled: Deliberat Cicero an coniuratores inter- 
ficiat. Seealsop.6%. If so, a post-Augustan origin for this chapter, probable 
on independent grounds, would be revealed. 

§ See above p. 7. 

7 So e.g. Weizsacker, Schmidt in special treatises, Buresch, Willrich, and, 
preceding them all, Sibinga, whose discussion is, however, strangely ignored 
by the German advocates of the hypothesis. Heeren, as usual, merely postu- 
lates it as a fact. Peter, Die Quellen etc. p. 129 f., seems to be the only critic 
who denies Plutarch’s indebtedness to the bréuvnua, though he does so on 
insufficient grounds. 
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one to the other; and, as a matter of fact, the great majority 
of scholars are convinced that Plutarch did make a more or 
less extensive use of the Sallustian narrative, a conclusion 
which rests solely on the unquestionably numerous coinci- 
dences between them. But the equally numerous divergences 
in matters of detail, certain chronological discrepancies, the 
different attitude of Sallust and Plutarch toward the principal 
actors in the drama, the noteworthy circumstance, finally, that 
they have not a single item of information in common which 
is either omitted or contradicted in all other extant sources, 
these are facts which certainly far outweigh in significance and 
argumentative validity the existing parallelisms, the more so 
as the latter reveal no peculiarities in style or substance which 
might seem incompatible with a non-Sallustian origin. Many 
of these dissimilarities have, of course, been noticed ; but so 
far from their leading to the only inference which is psycho- 
logically reasonable, namely that Plutarch could never have 
consulted Sallust, we are seriously asked to believe that 
Plutarch, while industriously appropriating Sallust’s material, 
had from some unaccountable, capricious fancy repeatedly 
and suddenly abandoned his guide, in order to incorporate 
from other sources numerous items which partly contradict 
or modify or expand his previous basic narrative. That such 
a patchwork method, even if it were justly attributable to 
Plutarch, must have resulted in producing an incoherent 
mosaic instead of an admittedly consistent and homogeneous 
narrative, goes without saying; and yet it is precisely some 
such conception which underlies many of the source analyses 
to which Plutarch’s Lives have been subjected. 

In order to establish the falsity of the current belief, it will 
only be necessary to enumerate some of the more flagrant 
contradictions between the two authors.! 

1 For others see Schmidt, Liibeck Progr. l. c. pp. 2-7, who, wholly intent 
upon proving Plutarch’s extensive indebtedness to Cicero’s tréuvnua, is of 


course compelled to eliminate Sallust as far as possible as one of his sources. 
See also notes in Appendix I. 
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In Sallust c. 23. 25. 28, we read how Q. Curius and Fulvia 
came to reveal to Cicero the secrets of the conspirators. In 
Plutarch, on the other hand, the name of Curius is conspicuous 
by its absence, and Fulvia’s information is confined to the 
contemplated assassination of ‘the consul at the hands of 
Marcius and Cethegus, for whom Sallust substitutes C. 
Cornelius and L. Vargunteius. 

In Sallust c. 30, LZ. Saenzus, a senator, announces the sus- 
picious movements of Manlius in Etruria, a few days after 
the famous decree videant consules etc. had been passed ; in 
Plutarch c. 15 this information is given by Q. Arrius and it 
is immediately followed by the same decree. 

In Sallust c. 30, Q. Metellus Creticus and Q. Metellus Celer 
are mentioned among a number of other.generals as having 
been dispatched by a decree of the senate to prevent or quell - 
any uprisings in other cities; in Plutarch c. 16 Q. Metellus, 
without the distinguishing cognomen, is appointed by Cicero 
himself as commander-in-chief (ra pev Em mpayuara K. M. 
dtemrioteuce). 

In Sallust c. 32, Catiline cum paucts in Manliana castra 
profectus est; in Plutarch c. 16 weta TpLaKxoclwv orroddpav 

. . pos Tov Maadsov éydpe. Neither can this passage 
nor Sall. c. 43, Statzlius et Gabinius uti cum magna manu 
duodecim siniul opportuna loca urbts tncenderent etc., have 
been the source of Plut. c. 18, as already pointed out above 
(p. 13). We may add that the Greek author says that 
pia Tov Kpordédwyv was selected for the deed, whereas no date 
at all is given in the Latin. 

The story of the arrest of the conspirators (Sall. c. 47 and 
Plut. c. 19) also exhibits noteworthy discrepancies. ° Thus the 
latter says that they were handed over to the praetors, but 
Sallust gives the names of all the custodians, and there is 
not a praetor among them; nor does he add the picturesque, 
albeit absurd, touch, that Lentulus on abdicating immediately 
exchanged his senatorial toga for a garb of mourning, év 77 
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Bovry xataéuevos, he having probably brought it with him 
for just such a contingency! Stress has been laid upon the 
phrases abdicato magistratu and in liberis custodiis habeantur 
as closely corresponding to amwpdcato thy apynv and trape- 
dd@noav eis Adecpov Puraxyjv; but, even if the parallelisms 
were more exact than they are, how, we ask, could a verbal 
resemblance? in statements of this kind be avoided? The 
same holds true of other verbal similarities. 

Plutarch c. 10, after attributing to Catiline two atrocious 
crimes which are not mentioned in Sallust, says dAXas Te 
mioteEs AdARAOLS Edocay Kal KaTabicavTes advOpwiroy éyev- 
gavTo Tov capkwv. Sall. c. 22 also refers to these pledges, 
but speaks only of the drinking of a mixture of human blood 
and wine and then adds the significant remark: nonnull ficta 
et haec et multa praeterea existumabant ab eis qui Ciceronis 
invidiam quae postea orta est lenirt credebant atrocitate sceleris 
corum qui poenas dederunt. Nobis ea res pro magnitudine 
parum coniperta est. 

In the account of the memorable debate in the senate, 
Sallust c. 50 f. mentions Tiberius Nero? as the one who first 
proposed the milder sentence and says nothing of the oppo- 
sition of Lutatius Catulus ; Plutarch on the other hand (c. 20) 
omits the name of Nero and maintains that all followed the 
first speaker Silanus in recommending the death penalty, 
until it came to Caesar.* 


2So Dio XXXVII. 34 says of Lentulus: dmemety thy otparnylav, Appian 
II. 5 4 Bovdy Aévrdov tapéduce THs dpxfs and Cic. 2 Cat. III. 6, 15, magis- 
tratu se abdicavit. 

3 So also Appian II. 5, whose narrative is otherwise independent of Sallust 
and in closer agreement with Plutarch. 

4 rpocerievro TovTw Tavres épetfis uéxpt Tatov Kaloapos and Cat. Min. 22 
of 5¢ per’ abroy epetfs xodovOncay &xpt Kalcapos Dio Cass. XX XVII. 36, 
6 Kaitoap, rdvrwv mpd atrod yydirpévwr arobavety opis, yudunr Zdwxe etc. So 
also Cic. Cat. IV. 4, 7, duae dictae sunt sententiae: una D. Silani. . . altera 
C. Caesaris ; ad Att. XII. 21, 1, illud turpiter ignorat (sc. Brutus): Catonem 
primum putat de animadversione dixisse, quam omnes ante dixerant praeter 
Caesarem; et cum ipsius Caesaris tam severa fuerit, qui tum praetorio loco 
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It is needless to multiply illustrations. These discrep- 
ancies, when added to the well-known facts that Plutarch 
and Sallust do not agree in their chronology, that the Greek 
account is written from a decidedly Ciceronian standpoint 
with only an occasional unfriendly note, and, finally, that the 
whole creates the impression of being a consistent narrative 
and not a piece of patchwork made up of ill-assorted stones 
taken from numerous quarries,®> make it clear that Sallust 
cannot under any circumstances be regarded as a direct source 
of Plutarch’s information regarding the conspiracy. 

VII. The question as to Plutarch’s possible indebtedness 
to Livy, though this is improbable for the reason given above 

. 81), is intimately associated with the determination of the 
P y 
sources of Dio Cassius, whose acquaintance with the /zb77 ab 
urbe condita, whether in the original or in the Epitome, is 
reasonably certain.1 But the extent to which he consulted this 
authority must ever remain problematical, in view of the fact 
that Dio’s first-hand knowledge of contemporary historical 
sources covering the period of Cicero’s career (for it is with 
this that we are here alone concerned) is equally well 
established,” although we are not justified in crediting him 
dixerit, consularium putat leniores fuisse Catuli, Servilii, Lucullorum, Curionis, 
Torquati, Lepidi, Gellii, Volcatii, Figuli, Cottae, L. Caesaris, C. Pisonis, etiam 
M’. Glabrionis, Silani, Murenae, designatorum consulum, and Suet. Caes. 14, 
senatu usziverso ... ultimam statuente poenam, solus .. . censuit. 

® The technical difficulty involved in such a process for an ancient investi- 
gator has been well pointed out by Nissen, Ueber die Quellen der 4. u. 5. 
Dekade des Livius, 1865, p. 78, although the famous One Source Theory which 
he deduces from it cannot be accepted without very considerable modifica- 
tions and restrictions. 

1Cp. e.g. M. Grasshoff, de fontibus et auctoritate Dionis Cassi’, Bonn 
Dissert. 1867; W. Heimbach, Quaeritur quid Dio... a libro go usque ad 
librum 47 e Livio desumpserit, Bonn Dissert. 1878 ; Willrich lc. pp. 43-52. 

2 E.g., the long speech put into the mouth of Cicero (Dio XLV. 18-45) 
exhibits a first-hand acquaintance especially with the second Philippic oration. 
Cp. I. G. Fischer, de fontibus et auctoritate Cassit Dionis in enarrandis a 
Cicerone post Caesaris mortem .. . habitis orationibus, Leipzig 1870. And the 
reply of Calenus (XLVI, 1-28) is probably very extensively indebted to 
Antonius’s speech (Sept. 19, 43) and the pamphlet literature of the day. 
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with the extensive reading of the works of Cicero, Sallust, 
and others, attributed to him by many scholars.2 Under these 
circumstances it is impossible to say with any degree of con- 
fidence to what extent Dio was directly indebted to Livy for 
those events in which Cicero was a conspicuous participant. 
If Dio’s strange hostility toward the man was in any way 
conditioned by the character of his sources, then Livy’s 
alleged influence must be confined within still narrower limits, 
for his attitude toward Cicero was demonstrably favorable, 
though his admiration for the orator need not have blinded 
him to the defects of the statesman. But, be this as it may, 
if Livy must needs be regarded as a fons primarius of Dio, 
then Plutarch’s Cicero could not also have been under obliga- 
tions to him,‘ the chiefly unavoidable coincidences with Dio 
here too not counterbalancing the significant divergences in 
matters of detail and in the general historical setting, so to 
speak, which an unprejudiced comparison brings to light. 
VIII. Appian, especially in his account of the Conspiracy, 
contains some remarkable parallelisms! with Plutarch. Some 
scholars have accordingly maintained that the historian 
directly consulted the biographer, while others contended that 
they were both indebted to a common third source, such as 
Cicero’s urdéuvnpa, Sallust, Livy, or Asinius Pollio.2 Appian’s 


3 Especially R. Wilmans, De fontibus et auctoritate Dionis Cassii (lib. 36-52), 
Berlin Diss. 1835; Peter and Besser ll.cc. 

4 This is certainly true of the narrative of Cicero’s death, as may be seen 
from Livy’s account, preserved by Seneca Rhetor, Swas. VI. If what Val. 
Max. IX. 12, 7 says of Licinius Macer is based, like so much of his material, 
upon Livy, then Plut. c. 9, who deals with the same incident, is also quite 
independent of the historian. 

1 See notes to the text. 

2 Cp. Willrich l.c. pp. 38-42, with the literature there cited, to which may 
be added C. Peter, Zur Avitik der Quellen der dlteren rom. Gesch., 1879, 
pp. 132-138; Witte, De Micolai Damasceni fragmentorum Romanorum fon- 
tibus, Berlin 1900; and E. Schwartz’s article in Pauly-Wissowa, Realencycl.,s.v. 
According to Soltau, he made an extensive use of Asinius Pollio through the 
medium of Strabo, Nicolaus, and Socrates Rhodius, the same material being 
also transmitted to Plutarch by several Greek ‘ go-betweens.’ 
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partiality for Augustus and his equally marked unfriendliness 
toward Cicero, combined with many palpable errors which 
Plutarch does not share with him, are sufficient to disprove 
the above hypotheses. Everything, on the contrary, goes to 
show that Appian’s narrative is to a large extent a hasty and 
slipshod compilation, based upon sources which I do not 
venture to name, but which, unless all signs fail, betray a 
post-Augustan origin. 

IX*. Zzro’s biography of his patron was unquestionably 
as exhaustive as it was authoritative, for it was based upon a 
most intimate knowledge of the orator’s works and a deep 
familiarity with his character and conduct, acquired through 
lifelong association in the capacity of literary executor, 
amanuensis, and friend. Nor can there be any doubt that 
considerable information came to him from the living lips of 
Cicero himself. That it long remained the standard authority 
on the subject may perhaps be inferred from the fact that a 
century later Tacitus cites Tiro for the date of Cicero’s 
death! Its eulogistic and apologetic character would cer- 
tainly have attracted rather than repelled a man like Plutarch ; 
and, as we find that Tiro is actually cited ¢wice, the conclu- 
sion that he had been consulted directly may seem irre- 
sistible. Hence we are not surprised to find that scholars 
are well-nigh unanimous in regarding Tiro’s vita Ciceronts as 
one of the chief sources of Plutarch.2 And yet, an unprej- 
udiced examination of the allusions in question is quite fatal 
to such an inference. In the first instance (c. 41), Tiro is 
cited in a merely parenthetical sort of way in defense of 
Cicero’s conduct and the motives which led to the divorce 
from Terentia and to his subsequent marriage with his 
wealthy young ward. The account, which takes up an entire 
page, is distinctly unfavorable to Cicero, his own reasons 


1 Dial. 17. 
2 Heeren, Lagus, Sibinga, Peter, Graux, and others unhesitatingly assign all 
passages of a strictly biographical or personal nature to this source. 
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being regarded as at best plausible pretexts which his sub- 
sequent conduct stamped as such. The severe’ criticism of 
Antony, moreover, év rais mpds tors Didimmixods avaypa- 
dais, as well as similar references in later writers,? show that 
we are here face to face with a chapter taken from the con- 
temporary chronique scandaleuse, which some author, fond of 
gossip and conversant with the criticisms and explanations 
put forth on both sides, impartially welded together. That 
this was not done by Plutarch will not be seriously denied, 
nor can any contemporary biographer, such as Tiro, be 
responsible for so objective a résumé. The whole passage, 
in fact, not only has a suspicious post-Augustan look, but is 
quite in the manner of Suetonius. 

The pathetic story of Cicero’s proscription and assassination, 
told at length and in a most graphic manner in c. 46-49, 
contains, at its close, the other allusion to Tiro’s biography. 
After relating the inhuman treatment of Cicero’s body at the 
hands of Pomponia, and how she compelled Philologus, his 
alleged betrayer (c. 48), to eat of his flesh, Plutarch, habitually 
unable to reject a story, however incredible, so long as it points 
a suitable moral, tells us (as if to relieve his conscience for 
having accepted what é01 Trav cvyypapéwy ictopyKacwy) that 
Tiro nowhere even so much as mentions this Philologus whose 
treacherous conduct forms an integral part of the preceding 
narrative. But if so, then Tiro cannot have been Plutarch’s 
source for the closing period of Cicero’s life. The grewsome 
character of the tale itself, the moral which it is made to point, 
and the very reference to évo: cuyypadeis, would alone show 
that contemporary authorities are out of question; for such 
apocryphal anecdotes could not arise until the real facts con- 
cerning Cicero had become obscured by time and thus brought 


8 Quint. VI. 3, 75, obiurgantibus quod sexagenarius Publiliam virginem 
duxisset; Dio Cass. XLVI. 18, 3, ris 5’ovk oldev dre Thy wey yuvatka Thy mporépay 
rhv Texodcav co. Sto réxva ééBares, érépav d¢ ewer nydyou mdpbevov, Urepyipws wy, 
wa éx rs ovalas adris Ta Savelouara droricys ; 
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within the pale of the idealizing imagination, until a kind of 
legendary halo had formed about the historical individual. 
And, as a matter of fact, we know that the death of the 
great orator appealed powerfully to the sympathetic fancy of 
subsequent generations. But if the post-Augustan origin of 
the chapters under notice is thus established on general 
grounds, the correctness of this view may be concretely 
demonstrated by the following observation. In one of the 
Controverstae of Seneca, the title of which is given in full 
above (p. 6°), no fewer than sixteen rhetoricians are intro- 
duced who, each in his own way, discuss the ingratitude of 
one Popillius who, though acquitted of the charge of parricide 
through the efforts of Cicero, thereafter became the murderer 
of his benefactor. In the midst of this recital, Seneca inserts 
the following significant statement: Popzllinm pauct ex his- 
toricts tradiderunt interfectorem Ciceronis et ht quoque non 
parricidit reum a Cicerone defensum sed in privato iudicio:* 
declamatoribus placuit parricidit reum fuisse. This passage, 
of course, admits of but one interpretation, to wit, that the 
connection of Popillius with the death of Cicero is unhistorical, 
being an invention of rhetoricians which was subsequently 
improved upon for epideictic purposes by making the alleged 
assassin a former client of Cicero in a murder trial, this cir- 
cumstance naturally enhancing the pathetic features of his 
base ingratitude. Now when we read in Plut. Cie. c. 48, 
that among the assassins of Cicero there was one Popz/lius 
@ TaTpoxtovias ToTé Oixny hevyortTs cuveimev o Ku- 
xépey, it will be at once manifest that the authority here fol- 
lowed had already abandoned the sober, unembellished facts 
of history in favor of the presumably more popular fiction of 
later declamatores, and Plutarch is so completely under its 
spell that he did not, as in the case of the Philologus incident, 
virtually stamp the story as apocryphal by the half-frank, 
half-naive avowal that earlier, contemporary writers, such as 


4 This is indirectly confirmed by Sen. Swas. VI. See the following note. 
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Tiro, had failed to record it. And yet the apparently insig- 
nificant circumstance that in this very narrative it is not 
Popillius, as we should expect, but Herennius who after pursu- 
ing and overtaking Cicero deals the fatal blow, has still pre- 
served an unmistakable trace of the genuine account in which 
Popillius either played only a subordinate réle or, what is more 
likely, did not figure at all. 

Finally, we cannot but recognize the handiwork of these same 
rhetoricians in the suicidal deliberations® which Cicero is alleged 
to have indulged in on reaching Astyra in his flight. Kad«ei 
Suevuetépevoev eri Sevvav Kal amdpwv Aoyiopav, Bote Kal 
maperbeiv eis THY Katoapos oixiav dievoynOn xpioa kal oddéas 
€avTov érl Ths éoTias aXadoTopa TpogPaneir, a passage 
which bears a most suspicious family likeness to the svasoriae 
of the Deliberat Cicero type." 

IX>. But if Plutarch was independent of Tiro in the very 
chapters in which the latter is expressly quoted, any one of 


5 It is also worthy of notice that neither the A7stordans quoted by Sen. 
Suas. VI (and both Livy and Asinius are among them), nor the sources of 
Appian and Dio Cassius, seem to be acquainted with the parricide version. 
Cp. Appian &. C. IV. 20, 6 6é Aatvas (so always in his account) cal dlxnv 
Teva dia TOO Kixépwyds wore kaTwpOwxws etc., and Dio XLVII. 11, 1, "Aper#s 
wéev 6 Kal evceBelas Trocatra Té6Te Erigparh Epya évyévetro. Tominos 
6é 6% Aatvas tov Kixépwva tov Mdpkov aréxreave xaimep evepyétnyv avTod éx 
cuvnyopyuaros bvrTa. The opening sentence, the quite gratuitous addition 
of rév Mapxoy, as well as the illustrations which follow, clearly point to a collec- 
tion a la Valerius Maximus as the ultimate source of Dio. The narrative in 
Val. Max. V. 3, 4, however, appears to be based upon Livy, for just as Livy 
ap. Sez. l.c. declared, in cuius (sc. Ciceronis) laudes persequendas Cicerone 
laudatore opus fuerit, so Valerius maintains that only another Cicero could 
adequately deplore the sad end of the orator; but he too seems as yet ignorant 
of the later story, unless the words, C. Popillium Laenatem defendit, eumque 
salvum ad penates suos remisit, and the frigid antithesis, se caput ferre quod 
pro capite eius quondam peroraverat, must needs be interpreted as covert 
allusions to a murder trial. 

§ Cp. Ps. Cic. ad Octavium, a rhetorical exercise of an early date: unacum 
istis vitam simul fugere decrevi. 

7 Cp. above p. 68 and esp. the perfectly analogous conception underlying 
the advice given in Sen. Suas. VII. 3, fac moriendo Antonium xocentiorem ; 8, 
sine durare post te . . . perpetuam Antonil proscriptionem. 
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the following criteria will justify us in still further eliminating 
his vzta Ciceronts in numerous other passages of the Greek 
biography, where scholars have nevertheless on general prin- 
ciples, it would seem, postulated an extensive indebtedness 
to it. 

Tiro, we contend, must be rejected as a direct source of 
Plutarch: (1) Wherever recorded items of information are 
distinctly zxzfavorable to Cicero; and, if such occur within an 
otherwise homogeneous narrative, it will follow as a neces- 
sary corollary that the ewtzre chapter is equally non-Tironian. 
(2) All paragraphs of importance which clearly contradict, or 
are inconsistent with, the extant utterances of Cicero cannot 
possibly have emanated from the editor of his correspondence 
and speeches. (3) All details which manifestly betray, for 
one reason or another, a xon-contemporary or post-Augustan 

‘origin, must naturally have been wanting in Tiro’s vita 
Ciceronts. 

Now in applying these principles to the work under investi- 
gation I must again emphasize the necessity of keeping stead- 
fastly in mind that Plutarch cannot, on psychological grounds 
alone, have accumulated his biographical information by con- 
sulting one particular authority, only to abandon it at the 
next moment, then reverting to it in the succeeding para- 
graph, and so on with kaleidoscopic variation.t 

The very first chapter furnishes a number of variants con- 
cerning Cicero’s father (ovdev jv muOécOar pérptov — ot pev 
——oi 6€) which are mutually exclusive, one being unquestion- 
ably slanderous. Again, the reason given for the retention of 
the cognomen on the part of the first Cicero, and the refusal 
of his famous descendant to discard it in spite of the solicita- 
tion of his friends, absurdly imply that the Romans habitually 
regarded this appellative in the light of an opprobrious nick- 
name. Plutarch’s explanation must, therefore, have origi- 
nated at a later time, when these cognomina had attracted 


1 See above Pp. 4. 21. 
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the attention of philologians,? particularly as the alleged con- 
notation of the term is due to a false etymology.® 

Chapter 2. The prediction of Cicero’s future greatness, 
though clearly a vatzcentum ex eventu, may have been recorded 
by Tiro as well as the detailed account of his career at school. 
The statement, however, that he was taken pécov avTav 
él tuum casts some doubts upon this assumption, for a sim- 
ilar story is told by Nepos of Atticus, Cicero’s fellow pupil.* 
In any case, Tiro cannot have been Plutarch’s authority for 
the €ppin mas mpoOvydrepov él momtixny and for the esti- 
mate of Cicero’s poetic productions. This paragraph, as well 
as the passage in c. 40, TH 5€ mpos THY Tolnoww evKor(g Talfwv 
éeypnto. Aéyeras yap, omnvixa puein mpos TO ToLlodTOV, THs 
vUKTOS En TroLety TeVTaKooLa, is unquestionably post-Augustan,® 
and in all probability the entire narrative was taken directly 
from Suetonius’s vita Ciceronts. 

Chapters 3-5, which are closely connected, deal with the 
life of the young Cicero up to the time of his quaestorship. 
They contain the following indisputable evidence of non- 
Tironian origin, although they are habitually attributed to this 
source. Not to lay stress upon the fact that Plutarch does 
not seem to have known that Cicero associated himself with 
both Mucu, the augur and the pontifex, the statement that 
he subsequently served under Sulla in the Marsian War is 
notoriously false, for according to Cicero himself ® he served 
under the consul Pompeius Strabo.? Again, we learn that 


2 Cp. esp. Plut. Cortol. 11; Public. 11; Fab. Max.1. Onthe Roman use of 
cognomina designating bodily defects, cp. Hor. Sat. I. 3, 48 ff. 

3 Cp. Plin. Mat. Hist. XVIII. ro, 3, iam Fabiorum, Lentulorum, Ciceronum 
ut quisque aliquod optime genus severet. 

4 Nep. Az. 1. This seems to have been a usual mark of honor. Cf. Plut. 
Cat. Min. 57; Ovid Fast. V. 67. 

5 Cp. Transact. pp. 148-150. 

6 Phil. XII. 11, 27. 

7 Perhaps we may recognize in this error a deliberate attempt to bring 
the two great men into synchronistic association, Pompeius Strabo being 
too obscure and unimportant a figure. To cite only Roman analogies, cp. the 
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immediately on leaving school Cicero @irAwvos jrovee, 
whereas his first teacher was Phaedrus,® Philo not reaching 
Rome till after the death of Mucius, if the augur be meant. 
The account of the Roscian trial, to which we shall have 
occasion to refer again, is also full of errors which Tiro could 
not have committed. ; 

Chapter 4, on the philosophical and rhetorical studies of 
Cicero, has been analyzed above (p. 17); and the same con- 
siderations which proved Plutarch not to have been indebted 
to the Brutus apply with equal force to Tiro’s biography. 

Chapter 5 is no less replete with errors and contradictions. 
That Tiro was well acquainted with the de divinatione, which 
contains a violent attack upon the Delphic oracle,® goes with- 
out saying ; but if so, it is difficult to understand how he could 
have spoken of Cicero’s-visit to the shrine and of the answer 
of the priestess recorded by Plutarch. Following the advice 
of Apollo to keep aloof from politics, Cicero, we are told, lived 
in retirement for a while, his scholarly seclusion earning for 
him the nicknames of Greekling and pedant. This is also 
demonstrably erroneous, as Cicero zmmediately on his return 
from Asia (77 B.c.) applied himself assiduously to forensic 
pleading,” being elected unanimously to the quaestorship 
the year following. Surely an invention so palpably apocry- 
phal — the chronological contradictions may well be attributed 
to Plutarch’s notorious negligence in such matters — cannot 
have emanated from so trustworthy a source as Tiro. 

The anecdote of the impassioned acting of Aesopus, the 
alleged teacher of Cicero, is an irrelevant addition, its 


story of Sulla and the young Caesar (Suet. Caes. 1), of Accius and Pacuvius, 
Caecilius and Terence. If so, all early contemporaneous authorities would 
here be excluded as possible sources for Plutarch’s statement. 

8 Cf. Cic. ad fam. XIII. 1, 2, magis Phaedrus nobis cum pueri essemus, 
antequam Philonem cognovimus, ut philosophus . . . probabatur. 

9 II. 56, 115. 

10 Brut. 92,318, Unum igitur annum cum rediissemus ex Asia, causas nobiles 
egimus cum quaesturam nos... . peteret; ad Att. IV. 16a, 1. 
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digressional character being plainly indicated by ‘aropodouy, 
That the story was still unknown to Cicero may be shown 
by a passage in the Tuscul. Disput™ 

Finally, the remark at the end of the chapter, that Cicero 
by his excessive use of raillery and repartee rodAovs éAvret 
Kal KaxonGeias €AduBave dd£ay, will certainly not be attributed 
to the author who carefully collected the dicta Ciceronis.® 

Chapters 6-9, which bring the narrative down to the con- 
sulship of Cicero, are perhaps the most incoherent in the 
entire biography, being made up of anecdotes, witticisms, per- 
sonal characteristics, and historical items, some of which are 
open to serious objections. In at least two instances a 
post-Augustan origin must be assumed, and in another we 
unexpectedly come upon a statement highly derogatory to 
the orator, although these chapters are otherwise extremely 
eulogistic. 

After relating the story of Cicero’s quaestorship, which 
culminates in the anecdote discussed above, Plutarch speaks 
of his hero’s efforts to win popularity and then suddenly tells 
us of his moderate means, adding that people marveled at 
his not accepting legal fees. Now the ler Cincia de donis e¢ 
muneribus, which forbade this, had, indeed, become virtually 
a dead letter even in Cicero’s time; but it does not seem 
likely that any contemporary writers would have expressed 
their astonishment that the orator had failed to violate an 
existing statute. This was, however, entirely natural after 
the time of Claudius, who repealed the old law and substituted 


NIV. 25, 55, oratorem vero irasci minime decet . . . num egisse umquam 
iratum Aesopum ? 

12 Cp. also c. 27, 7d ‘ols €ruxe mporkpovery Evexa Tod yeholov word auvijye uicos 
ait@ 28 init. ék rovrwy éylvero Toots éraxOys Comp. Dem. et Cic. 1, rohdaxod 
TO cKwTTUK® Tpds TO Bwpoddxov Expepdpevos etc. 

18 Cp. the interesting passage 7 Verr. I. 13, 37, where Cicero deplores the 
fact that so salutary a measure was falling into desuetude and severely 
arraigns Hortensius and others for its open violation. It was again enforced 
by Augustus. Cf. Dio LIV. 18 and Ovid Am. I. 10, 39, turpe reos empta 
miseros defendere lingua. ; 
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definite fees, the maximum being fixed at 10,000 sesterces.!# 
The remark of Plutarch, as may be observed in passing, also 
proves that he did not consult the speeches against Verres, a 
fact confirmed by the conflicting statements regarding the ‘litis 
aestimatio,’ & the extremely low figure (750,000 sesterces) 
given by Plutarch being taken from some writer unfriendly to 
Cicero, as shown by the words which follow: d:aBornv éoyer, 
ws én’ apyupiw To Tiunwa Kabverpévos, an accusation all the 
more remarkable as he repeatedly emphasizes the scrupulous 
honesty of Cicero in these very paragraphs and elsewhere, 
e.g. c. 36, Comp. Dem. e¢ Cic. 3. The statement concerning 
the orator’s precarious health is contradicted by Plutarch him- 
self (c. 4) and by Asinius Pollio.6 Again, the purchase of 
three villas and a house on the Palatine cannot, of course, be 
reconciled with the remark touching his modest means above 
referred to, but seems in some way directly associated with 
the bribery charge immediately preceding. The confusion 
and misrepresentation here pointed out would be unaccount- 
able had Plutarch in these chapters been following Tiro or 
any other contemporary biographer. This inference is still 
further confirmed by the observation that Cicero did not buy 
the house on the Palatine until after his consulship,” and 
above all by the use of év "Apzroes, for which we should cer- 
tainly expect év ’Apzrivois, as Arfz is a town of Apulia, where 
Cicero possessed no estate. All editors, from Xylander to 
Graux, accordingly agree that Plutarch here blundered. They 
strangely, however, overlooked the following passage in Mar- 
tial, IV. 53, 3, 


Luci, gloria temporum tuorum 
Qui Gaium veterem Tagumque nostrum 
Arpis cedere non sinis d7sertzs, 


14 Tac. Ann. XI. 6 f. 15 Cp. Sibinga l.c. p. 37. 

16 ap. Sen. Svas. VI. 24 ad senectutem prospera permansit valetudo, but 
Dio Cass. XX XVIII. 16 says exactly the opposite: ra yap wodhAd Hppwore ! 

Vi ad fam. V. 6, 2; ad Att. I. 16, to. 
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an unmistakable allusion to Cicero. That the poet here com- 
mitted the very same error,!8 is quite incredible. The only 
plausible explanation of this coincidence is to assume that A7pz 
was an abbreviated form of Avpznuzm in use in Domitian’s time 
or possibly earlier, but it is quite unlikely that Plutarch found 
it in any Augustan or pre-Augustan author. 

The xzxth chapter exemplifies by means of three illustra- 
tions the rigid integrity of Cicero as praetor. That these 
were not taken from a continuous narrative, such as Tiro’s, 
but rather represent “clippings,” is indicated by the introduc- 
tory Aéyerat, and by the virtually identical phrases at the 
beginning and the end of the Licinius anecdote,!® which have 
all the appearance of labels for collectanea or chapter headings 
in a commonplace book. This origin seems further strength- 
ened by the observation that the description of Ovariévios as 
yoipddwy S€é Tov Tpaxynrov TepiTA€ws again occurs in c. 26: 
Batinov éyovta yoipddas €v TO TpayyArAw, as if he had been 
here mentioned for the first time. That the two anecdotes 
in this chapter, the nineteen examples of wit and repartee 
which take up c. 25 and 26, and the batch of satirical 
sayings collected in c. 38 ultimately go back to one and the 
same source,2° such as the collections of Tiro or Trebonius, is 
generally believed ; but that Plutarch had himself consulted 
these is highly improbable,”4 as he might have taken them 


18 e.g. Friedlander ad loc.: “ Arpis aus Versehen statt Arpinum, Cicero’s 
Geburtsort, genannt”! Other editors also fail to cite the Greek parallel. 

19 ras xploes Zdoke KabapGs kal kah@s BpaBedoar—Td 5¢ rpGyua TO Kixépwrr 
SbEav Aveyxey Ws eripedGs BpaBetcarre 7d SixacT Hp.ov. 

20 This seems clear from such phrases as ypdyw dé xai TovTwy édlya (c. 27) 
and BéArwov dé kal TovTwy drlya wapadéc Bat. 

21 Cp. Leo lic. p. 164: Die c. 24-27 kennzeichnen sich selbst deutlich als 
eine Einlage in den Zusammenhang der Erzahlung. . . . Es liegt nahe 
anzunehmen, dass der Stoff der Einlage aus Tiro’s de iocis Ciceronis stamme, 
aber nicht wahrscheinlich ist es, dass Plutarch selbst ihn daher entnommen 
hat. Die dro@@éyuara gehérten in die Biographie eines als witzig bekannten 
Mannes; Cicero’s dicta brauchte man anderthalb Jahrhunderte nach seinem 
Tode wahrlich nicht an der Quelle suchen. Cp. note to text § 53}. 
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more conveniently from Suetonius” or from one of the 
numerous compilations of aopOéypara existing in his time. 

Cicero’s conduct in the Manilian affair,22 with which the 
chapter closes, is related only in Plutarch and Dio (XXXVI. 
44). According to Plutarch, Manilius was accused, in the prae- 
torship of Cicero, wept xAorhs.”4 If this corresponds to furtum 
or peculatus, the case would not have come under Cicero’s 
jurisdiction at all, but under that of his colleague, C. Orchivius, 
Cicero having charge of matters de pecuntis repetundis.* But 
even if the Greek could mean the latter, the difficulty would 
still not be removed, for Manilius had not at that time been 
the governor of a province. Again, when Plutarch says that 
in this alleged trial, wept «roms, there was considerable oppo- 
sition to Manilius on the part of the nobility, we have an 
evident confusion with the Zer Manilana, so well known to 
us through Cicero’s extant speech pro imperio Cn. Pompet. 
This preceded the defense of Manilius, here spoken of, which 
was not undertaken until after his term of office had expired. 
It is impossible, therefore, that Plutarch was indebted for this 
paragraph to an early and trustworthy authority. 

The narrative of the Catilinian Conspiracy (c. 10-23) has, 
owing to the numerous extant accounts of this same episode, 
engaged the special attention of scholars who, though differing 
in details, have yet come to the unanimous conclusion that 
Plutarch here, if anywhere, drank deeply of the original foun- 
tains, making extensive use of Sallust and of Cicero’s orations, 
his Greek Memoir, and the de consiliis suis. We have shown 

22 To no Roman writer known to us is the omelpew b\w TO OvdAdKy in the 
matter of bons mots so applicable as it is to him. 

23 Sibinga lc. p. 43 f. discusses the subject, but his conclusions are quite 
erroneous. 

24 Dio l.c. does not state the nature of the charge (dlxns 7é r.vos) and places 
it after the praetorship, Cicero Corne/. fragm. 1 agrees as to the date with 
Plutarch, while Ascon. Ped. pro Corn. p. 59, in a mutilated passage, says the 
charge was de vi. 


2% Cp. pro Rab. Posth. 4,9; pro Cluent. 53, 147 os C. Orchivii peculatus, 
quid mea de pecuniis repetundis? 
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that these assumptions are erroneous and that the entire story 
is not a mere mosaic of isolated facts pieced together capri- 
ciously from many sources, but is a consistent and coherent 
narrative, in spite of some unimportant chronological diver- 
gences, such as the enumeration of the Ciceronian speeches 
preceding the Catilinian,* and one undoubted éufAnpa which 
gives a fanciful explanation of Sura, the cognomen of Lentulus 
(c. 17). 

But if so, the question at once arises, whether Tiro may not 
have been Plutarch’s fons primarius, at least for this strictly 
historical portion. 

That his narrative was based upon a Lafzz authority may 
perhaps be inferred from the occurrence of an evident Latinism 
in c. 14 which seems to have escaped observation. It is the 
phrase tovs mpaypdtwov xawayv épieévovs, which is exactly 
equivalent to the idiom novarum rerum cupidus or rebus novis 
studere. The expression is exceedingly common in Greek, 
but it seems to be always used with the comparative.” The 
only way to escape from the conclusion to which this remark- 
able departure from a well-established usage leads would be the 
assumption that the Latinism might have occurred in Cicero’s 

26 The “ orationes consulares,” according to Cic. ad Adz. II. 1, 3, followed in 
this order: Two speeches de lege agraria, de Othone, pro Rabirio, de proscripto- 
rum filiis. Plutarch merely omits the fourth, and puts the last of these in 
first place. As they all belong in one year, the error is not very serious. 
Again, when Cicero in 63 B.c. defended Otho’s /ex theatralis, its author may 
well have been praetor (c. 13), although the law was passed in his tribune- 
ship, in 67 B.c. The fact, however, that he is called AZarcus, which was the 
praenomen of the emperor, instead of Lucius, if not a slip of the pen on the 
part of Plutarch himself, would certainly point to a source later than the reign 
of Nero. 

27 e.g. Herod. VIL! 6 vewrépwy epywy émiduunrys Xen. Hell. V. 2, 9 vewré- 
pwv érbvpodvres mpayudtwy, and similarly vewrepigev. The only exceptions 
which I have been able to find, in spite of a long and diligent search, occur in 
Dio Cass. XX XVII. 50, curiously enough also in the account of the Catilinian 
conspiracy: kawdy del more mpayydrwy érbuunrds, and in Plut. Avt. 9 véwy 
mpayudrwy dpeyouevos, but both, these passages were undoubtedly based upon 


Latin authors and the former, in particular, is not surprising in an author who 
exhibits so many Latinisms as Dio Cassius. 
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UToépvnwa THS UTratecas, but this solution of the difficulty must 
be rejected on the strength of the following passage in Cic. 
ad, tt. I. 19, 10: commentariuim consulatus met Graece 
composituin mist ad te, in quo, st guid crit quod homint Attico 
minus Graecuim cruditumque videatur, non dico quod tibt.. . 
Lucullus de suis histortis dixerat, se quo factlius tllas probarct 
Romani hominis csse tdcirco barbara quacdam ct aenrotka dis- 
persisse. Apud me st quid erit etusmodt me tmprudente crit 
ct invito. It is not likely that the man whose cognomen was 
Atticus would have allowed the oédorxov in question to pass 
unnoticed. 

The numerous differences between the Greek narrative 
and Cicero’s speeches, and the distinctly derogatory remark 
in c. 19 already discussed, are, in my judgment, as incom- 
patible with the assumption of direct indebtedness to Tiro’s 
biography as we found them irreconcilable with a first-hand 
knowledge of Cicero’s writings bearing upon this subject. 

The 24th chapter, which constitutes a sort of sequel to the 
preceding story, leading up to the long string of Ciceronian 
facetiae collected in c. 25-28, is perhaps the most instruc- 
tive €u8Anpa in the entire biography, for in no other chapter 
is there such an ostentatious array of authorities, and yet 
nowhere is the second-hand character of the information more 
easily demonstrable. 

Plutarch begins by saying that Cicero’s excessive self- 
laudation and the exaggerated estimate which he, with nau- 
seating reiteration, placed upon the achievements of his con- 
sulship disgusted many and exposed him to attack. The 
fact is notorious and has found epigrammatic expression in 
Seneca.” But that the effect here attributed to Cicero’s self- 
praise, however repugnant it may have seemed to some later 

28 Cp. also the still more emphatic censure of this failing in Comp. Dem. et 
Cic. c. 2. 

29 de brev. vitae 5, 1, quotiens illum ipsum consulatum suum non sine causa 


sed sine fine laudatum detestatur. Dio Cass. XX XVIII. 12 expatiates on the 
subject with his usual anti-Ciceronian bias. 
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Romans, reflects any actual contemporary feeling, must be 
seriously questioned, in view of the entire lack of a modest 
self-restraint. which the ancients habitually exhibit when 
speaking of their own achievements. 

Nay more, the very phrase which follows: ta BuBréa Terev- 
TOV KaTéTANTE Kal TA TUYYpaupata seems to me to reveal a 
‘ater source, in that the juxtaposition of the two substantives 
would be intolerably tautological, unless we assume that the 
collocation was occasioned by the fost-Augustan use of liber 
in the sense of ovatio,® cvyypdupata*! appropriately designat- 
ing the other scvipta of Cicero. And, as a matter of fact, we 
find that of the numerous illustrations of Cicero’s readiness 
to praise not only himself but others as well, which Plutarch 
introduces by the words ds é« Tay cuyypauydtov rAaBeiv 
éott, not one, so far as we can still make out, occurs in an 
oration. The phrase itself, of course, no more proves that 
Plutarch had himself laboriously selected all these examples 
from the works of Cicero than the statement of Tac. 
Germ. 5, est videre apud illos argentea vasa, points to the 
author’s personal presence in Germany. 

The same conclusion must be drawn from the confident and 
sweeping statements contained in the succeeding words of 
this same chapter: Tov d€ peyddwv cal Oavpactoey éraivwv 
ols moAdayov ypntas wept Tov avdpes and again Tay 8 Kar’ 
avutov évddEav ... ox Eativ ovdeis, Ov ov éroinoev évdoEdTEpov 
nh A€yov 7 ypadav evpevas tept Exdotov. For if we were 
to accept the first on Plutarch’s own responsibility, it would 


30 Cp. my note to Tac. Dia/. 3 (p. 70) and Landwehr in Archiv f lat. Lexic. 
VII pp. 223-235. 

81 Tt is the very term which Cicero himself used for his essays and dialogues. 
Cp. dd Att. XVI. 6, 4, ex eo (sc. volumine proocemiorum) eligere soleo, cum 
aliquod ovyypapua. institui. , 

82 The words immediately following roAA& 8’ abroo kal drouvnpovetovor (sc. 
ot rept Kixépwvos ypdwavres) may, indeed, have been intentionally inserted here 
to forestall such an inference, for they are not necessary to the context. 

33 Some ‘twenty eulogistic references to Demosthenes occur in Cicero’s 
extant writings, and they are widely scattered at that. 
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involve an absolutely exhaustive knowledge of the opera omnza 
of Cicero, such as but few Romans could ever have boasted 
of, while the latter assertion would at the same time imply a 
most profound acquaintance with the posthumous reputation of 
the individuals in question, such as the Greek biographer cer- 
tainly did not possess. Nevertheless scholars have had no 
scruples in attributing all these items concerning Plato, 
Aristotle, Theophrastus, and Demosthenes, as well as the 
information based upon the letters to Herodes, Gorgias, 
Pelops, and the young Cicero, to Plutarch’s perusal of the 
original passages, though some are not averse to accepting an 
intermediary source, such as Tiro, as a possible contingency. 
But that Plutarch was indebted for this learned digression to 
some /ater authority —the chapter reminds us of Suetonius 
at every turn —is made evident by the allusion to certain 
pedantic critics of Cicero, who took him to task for a dispar- 
aging remark concerning Demosthenes, found in his Letters, 
probably in one addressed to Calvus.® Plutarch refutes these 
obtrectatores Ciceronis by reminding them that they forget 
to cite or intentionally ignore the peyddoe cal Oavpactot 
ématvot ois Toddayxov ypHtat epi Tod avdpes. Unless all 
signs fail, we possess in this defense a faint echo of the liter- 
ary controversies of later scholars, of which Aper’s attack 
upon Cicero in the Tacitean Dialogus may furnish an illustra- 
tion. This seems to me at least to bea more reasonable sup- 
position than to assume that Tiro had taken occasion to free 


84 Such as Didymus e.g., against whose attack upon Cicero, it will be remem- 
bered, Suetonius a hundred years later wrote a separate treatise. Cp. also 
Tac. Dial. c. 12 plures hodie invenies qui Ciceronis gloriam . . . detrectent 
and my notes ad loc. (p. 153). 

35 The reference seems to be to the lost correspondence of Cicero with 
Calvus and Brutus, cited by Quintilian and Tac. Dra. 18, 21 f., where see my 
note p. 204. That the letter was addressed to Calvus I am inclined to infer 
from the vagueness of the allusion mpés Tuva T&v éralpwv ZOnxev ev éemisTod 
ypawas, for if it had been written to the “well-known” Brutus, his biographer 
would probably have said so, as in c. 43. Calvus’s name occurs nowhere in 
Plutarch and was presumably unknown to him. 
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his hero of a charge, in reality too trivial and unjust to be 
dignified by serious refutation. 

Having already discussed the sources of c. 25-27, we may 
now turn to what may be called the Clodian Episode, in 
c. 28-35. It is the other .long and continuous narrative 
which, together with the account of the Catilinian Conspir- 
acy, takes up one half of the entire biography. Here, as 
there, our sources of information are unusually full and varied, 
for, besides the works of Cicero, Appian *6 and, above all, Dio 
Cassius *” have devoted considerable space to the narrative of 
these stirring times. To them we should add the more or 
less incidental discussions and references in Asconius Pedianus, 
Plutarch’s Cato Min., Crassus, Pompey, Caesar, and Suetonius’s 
Life of Caesar, not to mention other more scattered allusions. 
Finally, of accounts now no longer extant, those of Tiro and 
Livy were probably the most valuable and exhaustive. 

Plutarch’s narrative, though full of details, is, with few 
exceptions to be noted presently, in remarkable agreement 
not only with the testimony of Cicero, but also with that of 
Dio, who, in the story of the Clodian episode, on the whole 
exhibits a sympathetic attitude toward the orator, in striking 
contrast with the almost Mommsenian hostility displayed 
toward him elsewhere in his history. This circumstance 
finds its only plausible explanation in the assumption that he 
did not hate Cicero less but Clodius more, and hence did 
not hesitate to base his account upon a writer who, though 
kindly disposed toward Cicero, appealed to him because of 
the exhaustive character of his treatment. Now Plutarch’s 
account is no less eulogistic, and, in at least one instance, 
relating to Cicero's timid conduct in the Milonian affair 
(c. 35), clearly apologetic. This attitude, taken in connection 


36 Bell. Civ. Il. 14-16. 20-22. 

87 XX XVII. 45 f. 51; XX XVIII. 10-17. 18-30 (Philiscus’s speech to console 
the exiled Cicero); XX XIX. 6-11 (the return of Cicero). 13-24 (Clodiana); 
XL. 44-57 (Clodius and Milo). 
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with the unflattering réle assigned to Terentia in c. 29 and 30, 
naturally suggests the probability that here at all events 
Tiro’s biography was closely followed by Plutarch; for even 
the one unqualified censure which he directs against the 
unmanly conduct of Cicero in exile (c. 32) would not militate 
against this assumption, inasmuch as the author of the Par 
allel Lives may have designedly inserted so well-deserved a 
criticism,*8 in order to point the contrast with the laudable 
demeanor of Demosthenes under similar circumstances.”® 
But the abundant evidence already adduced of Plutarch’s 
independence of Tiro in cases where we should expect him 
to have been consulted above others, and the undoubtedly 
unhistorical statement that Terentia’s jealousy, caused by her 
husband’s alleged relations with the notorious Clodia, eventu- 
ally led Cicero by way of exculpation to make an enemy of 
her equally profligate brother, a story which a Suetonius, 
we may be sure, would have seized upon with avidity — these 
considerations, I maintain, render Plutarch’s indebtedness to 
Tiro for the Clodian episode far less plausible than it might 
seem on superficial analysis. But if any concrete confirma- 
tion of this view be thought necessary, it will be found in 
certain items dealing with Cicero’s exile which either contra- 
dict the explicit testimony of Cicero or are objectionable on 
other grounds ; for I regard it as self-evident that Tiro could 
not have erred in matters of detail with which he must have 
been as familiar as his patron. 

Thus, we read in Plut. c. 32 that Cicero was forbidden to 
take shelter évrdés piriwv  revtaxociwv Itadias, whereas we 


38 Certain curious resemblances between Plutarch and Dio may show that 
while the cozso/atio of Philiscus is undoubtedly a rhetorical composition of Dio 
himself, many of its ideas were not of his own invention. 

39 Cp. also Comp. Dem. et Cic. 4. 

49 An evident Latinism, as may be observed in passing. Dio Cass. XX XVIII. 
17, 6 practically agrees with Plutarch, when he says rpirxiAlous Te yap Kai 
émraxoglous xal mevTyKovra atadlous trép thy ‘Pwunv trepwplcby (= ultra 
CCCCLXVIII millia passuum Roma exulare iussus est). 
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learn from Cic. ad A?t. III. 4, zx gua (sc. rogatione) erat 
clusmodt ut miht ultra quadringenta milia liceret esse. 
Again the statement év 8 ‘Imrovio, mora THs Aeveavias, Hv 
OwBdva viv cadodow, OV Bros, Sixedds avyp, who had been 
greatly benefited by Cicero, oixia pév odx éd€€arTo, when 
compared with ad Att. l.c.a Vibone . .. subtito discessimus 

. statim tter Brundisium contulti ... ne et Sicca, apud 
quem eram, pertret, reveal an amazing confusion which cannot 
be accounted for satisfactorily, if Tiro was Plutarch’s source, 
for the two passages unquestionably relate to the same inci- 
dent. In the first place, Vibo is a town of Bruttium, not of 
Lucania, and it was so called in Cicero’s day. An individual 
Vibius, a Sicilian, nowhere occurs in Cicero’s works; on the 
other hand, Szcca, an old friend, had an estate at Vibo, and he 
received the exile kindly. Finally, it were passing curious,. 
if one Vibius had lived in a town Vibo which, according to 
Plutarch’s explicit albeit demonstrably erroneous informa- 
tion, had not at the time in question borne that name! In 
all likelihood this Sicilian owes his existence to V7do or one 
of its inflected forms being taken for the name of an 
individual. The description of Cicero’s departure from 
Brundisium, his landing at Dyrrhachium, the portents 
which followed, their interpretation by of wavttxoé, whose 
opportune presence is as miraculous as the onpeta them- 
selves, —all these items not only constitute, as the Aéyerau 
indeed foreshadows, an é€uBdAnuwa of different origin from 
the preceding, but, what is still more important, none of 
them are found in Cicero’s itinerary as given in his 
Correspondence. 

The brief paragraph which follows (c. 36) deals with 
Cicero’s proconsulship in Cilicia. It is written in a tone of 
panegyric, and with the exception of two statements, one of 
which is significantly introduced by éyeras, substantially 
coincides with the extant utterances of Cicero, the closing 
sentence making, indeed, the impression of a direct paraphrase 
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from one of his letters.#! Still, as this was written 
from Rome Jan. 4, 49, after Cicero had been on Italian soil 
again since Nov. 24, 50, it is incredible that Plutarch had 
capriciously selected a brief note to Tiro merely to borrow a 
metaphor, while he overlooked the earlier and more important 
letters to Atticus (e.g. VII. 4. 5), in which the writer with 
equal confidence predicts the Civil War. But if the second- 
or third-hand character of Plutarch’s information needed any 
further confirmation, it would be furnished by the immediately 
preceding allusion to Cicero’s facetious reply to the request 
of Caelius to send him some panthers ; for not only does the 
answer not strictly coincide with the Latin original,® but, 
what is far more significant, the orator’s well known corre- 
spondent is styled Caecz//us, an amusing blunder which 
Plutarch cannot, of course, have found either in Cicero’s 
letters or in Tiro, their editor. 

The brevity and incidental character of the narrative of 
the Civil War, from its beginning to the proscription of 
Cicero (c. 37-47), was naturally due to the fact that through- 
out this period Cicero, with the memorable exception of the 
last year of his life, was condemned to complete political 
inactivity or played but a subordinate réle, Pompey, Caesar, 
Brutus, Antony, and finally Octavianus occupying simultane- 
ously or successively the center of the historical stage. The 

4l els rhy wodw éravqdOev, 75n TOv mpayudTwy worep bd Preymovis 
agpurtauevay érl rov éuptdov mbreuov = ad fam. XVI. 11, 2 (addressed to Zire): 
ego ad urbem accessi . . . sed incidi 27 sfsam flammam civilis discordiae vel 
potius belli. 

42 Cp. ypdger mpds atrov obK efvar wapddrecs év Kidexig, mepevyévar yap els 
Kaplav dyavaxrovoas, bre udvac rodeuodvTat, wavTwy elpyynyv éxdvrwv and Cic. ad 
fam, II. 11, 2,-de pantheris . . . agitur mandatu meo diligenter, sed mira 
paucitas est et eas quae sunt, valde aiunt queri quod nihil cuiquam insidiarum in 
mea provincia nisi sibi fiat ; itaque constituisse dicuntur in Cariam ex nostra 
provincia decedere, sed tamen sedulo fit et in primis a Patisco. 

48 That Kex:Alov is not here, as occasionally elsewhere, e.g. Comp. Dem. et 
Cic. c. 1, 14, a mere slip of the pen for KeAlov or Ka:dlov, is made evident by 


the addition ro& pyropos which clearly identifies him with the famous critic, 
a younger contemporary of Cicero. 
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fascinating story of the death struggle of the Republic was 
told by many illustrious writers whose material, after passing 
through various channels, found its way into Plutarch’s Lives 
of the protagonists. Only the biographers of Cicero would, 
therefore, have had any motive or occasion to pay particu- 
lar attention to his part in the conflict which preceded the 
assassination of Caesar. Accordingly the chapters under 
notice are chiefly devoted to the an Cicero, to his personal 
traits and domestic affairs, only so much of the history of 
the times being given as was essential to an adequate under- 
standing of his conduct. Hence also the anecdotal and 
digressive character of these paragraphs, one entire chapter 
(c. 38) being taken up, as we have seen, with the witticisms of 
Cicero in Pompey’s camp, favorable * and unfavorable * criti- 
cisms standing amicably side by side. Some of these items 
are not found elsewhere in extant sources, a comparatively 
late origin being, moreover, highly probable in most of them. 

Thus the pleasant story (c. 40)—it is introduced by 
Adyerae — of the effect of Cicero’s eloquence upon Caesar in 
the case of Ligarius, told with circumstantiality of detail and 
in Plutarch’s best style, is undoubtedly a later embellishment, 
as may be seen from a comparison with Cicero’s own account ;*" 
for if Caesar’s deep emotion had actually manifested itself in 
the manner related by Plutarch, the orator would hardly have 
confessed his inability to describe it. In the Greek, Caesar 


44 Cp. Cic. PAd/. II. 16, 39 ne de iocis quidem respondebo quibus me in cas- 
tris usum esse dixisti etc. 

45 eg.c. 39, 22 ff.; 45, 26 ff. 

eg. c. 38, 32 f.; 39, 1 ff; 41,1 ff; 42, 8 ff; 43,4 f£; 45, 14 ff. 12 ff; 
46, 17 ff. 

41 ad fam. VI. 14, 2 (to Ligarius): non solum ex oratione Caesaris quae 
sane mollis et liberalis fuit, sed etiam ex oculis et vultu, ex multis praeterea 
signis quae facilius perspicere potui quam scribere, hac opinione discessi, ut 
mihi tua salus dubia non esset. It is hard for us moderns, who read the gro 
Ligario in cold print, to realize the emotional effect which it is said to have 
produced, for that it was a much admired oration is also confirmed by Cic. ad 
Att, XIII. 12, 2. 19, 2. 
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had fully made up his mind in advance to condemn Ligarius 
at all hazards, in the Latin speech he is represented as having 
been amenable to the pleas of mercy from the start.8 Again, 
when Plutarch says TéXos 6€ Tov Kata Dapoadroy avapévov 
TOU pyTopos ayovey exrraOh yevouevov TivaxOAvat TO ToOpmaTt 
etc., neither he nor the author of the story can have had the 
extant speech before them, for the only direct allusion to the 
battle (which, at least to modern feeling, does not even rise 
to any great heights of pathos) occurs at the beginning rather 
than at the end!” Finally, tov yotv advOpwiov améduce Tis 
aitias BeBtaocpévos, unless interpreted as an acquittal on 
the spot, would spoil the effect of the anecdote; and yet, 
according to Cicero, Caesar reserved his decision, though the 
advocate left the court room convinced of the ultimate 
triumph of his client. 

The determination of the sources in the closing chapters, 
which briefly touch upon events of the Civil War, does not 
fall within the scope of this investigation, as it involves the 
far larger question concerning the authorities which Plutarch 
followed in his Lives of Caesar, Pompey, Antony, Brutus, 
and Cato Minor. 

The patient reader who has followed my analysis so far 
will, I hope, have carried away the conviction that all the 
evidence is strongly against the universal assumption of 
Plutarch’s direct indebtedness to the numerous authorities 
belonging to the Ciceronian or early Augustan period ; that, 
in other words, neither the works of Cicero nor the Catiline 
of Sallust nor the biography of Tiro nor the history of Livy, 
to mention only the most important, furnished him, at first 
hand, with any of the material accumulated in his life of the 
orator. But the foregoing examination has at the same time 


48 Cp. also ad fam. VI. 13, 2 (to Ligarius): non fore in te Caesarem 
duriorem, nam et res eum cotidie et dies et opinio hominum et, ut mihi 
videtur, etiam sua natura mitiorem facit. 

49 In § 9, there being 37 in all. 
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given abundant fosi/7ve proofs that numerous details must, 
for one reason or another, be assigned to a post-Augustan 
origin, a contingency which Sibinga had timidly suggested 
in one or two instances, while Leo and Schwartz both seem 
to imply that the authors whom they postulate as Plutarch’s 
principal source belonged to the same period. 

X*. But however strong the foundation may be upon 
which, as I believe I have shown, the above conclusion is 
based, we cannot as yet rest satisfied with it. We must still 
inquire, whether it be not also possible to give to this post- 
Augustan authority of Plutarch “a local habitation and a 

name.” 

If we carefully survey the passages in question, his charac- 
teristics will combine into the following picture: He was a 
scholar of exceptional erudition who had an exhaustive first- 
hand knowledge of the entire literature on his subject, who, 
though a warm admirer of Cicero, was impartial and objec- 
tive enough not to exclude such unfavorable criticisms of his 
hero as he met with in his sources. He was extremely 
fond of anecdotes, scandalous gossip, and ‘bons mots,’ a firm 
believer in dreams and prodigies as premonitions of the future. 
Not over punctilious in matters chronological nor imbued 
with a desire to distinguish with scrupulous care the true and 
the false, he did not weigh the validity of conflicting evidence, 
everything being grist that came to his mill. Of a philological 
turn of mind, he had a predilection for certain details and loved 
to dwell upon the literary manifestations and intellectual char- 
acteristics of the individuals whose careers he had set himself 
todescribe. Finally, he must have lived sufficiently far removed 
in time from Cicero to account on the one hand for the acciden- 
tal discoloration of many incidents in the orator’s life and for 
the erroneous interpretation of many facts, the usual result of 
a dimmed historical perspective, and, on the other, to allow for 
the ivy-growth of biographical fiction, the inevitable penalty 
which great men pay to posterity for the boon of immortality. 


48 SOURCES OF PLUTARCH’S LIFE OF CICERO 


Now there is unquestionably no known scholar of the 
imperial age who so perfectly fulfills all the above conditions, 
none whose method of work, no less than the character of 
whose information, would be more likely to have attracted 
the author who professed to write Lzves not Hzstories, than 
Suetonius Tranguillus. And if we further add that he not 
only wrote a defense of the orator against an attack of 
Didymus,! but also a Lzfe of Cicero, the conclusion, that many 
of the items in Plutarch which have been shown to be post- 
Augustan were taken directly from this work of his con- 
temporary, will acquire a very high degree of probability. 
It will become all but certain, however, if we finally succeed 
in establishing this indebtedness, so far inferred on internal 
grounds alone, on the basis of a number of passages in other 
Latin authors indubitably taken from the Suetonian biography.” 


1 Cp. Amm. Marcell. XXII. 16, 16, Chalcenterus Didymus . . . qui in illis 
sex libris ubi nonnumquam imperfecte [locutum] Tullium reprehendit, sillo- 
graphos imitatus scriptores maledicos, iudicio doctarum aurium incusatur ut 
immania frementem leonem putidulis vocibus canis catulus longius circumla- 
trans; and Suzdas s. v. TparyKiddos: mepl THs Kixépwvos Toditelas BiBdlov[a]- dvridé- 
yer 6¢ AcdUuw. See also the discussion in Macé, Zssaz sur Suétone pp. 284-287. 

2 See my paper in the Zrazsact., esp. pp. 151-158. Its results have been 
accepted by Christ, Griech. Literat.3 p. 652 note 1; 653, note 7, and Macé, Zssaz 
sur Suétone p. 244.411. Other scholars who have had occasion to touch upon 
the sources of Plutarch’s Czcevo have ignored the article. Willrich l.c. p. 36-38, 
though he devotes a chapter to Suetonius, remains, in consequence, in blissful 
ignorance of the true state of affairs, as do Leo and Schwartz (ll. cc.). Their 
conclusions, however, deserve quotation on other grounds. The former (p. 165) 
says: “‘ Die Biographie ist einheitlich gearbeitet, von einem Manne angelegt der 
Tiro und wenigstens einen anderen Biographen Cicero’s, Cicero’s Memoiren 
und Briefe und, ausser anderem, historische Gewahrsmanner heranzog und 
seinen Standpunkt zwar auf der Cicero freundlichen Seite nahm, aber die 
Gegner zu Wort kommen liess und selbst tadelte. Plutarch war es gewiss 
nicht, nennen kinnen wir ihn nicht,” and Schwartz p. 602: “ Der plutarchische 
Gewahrsmann war kein Politiker und kein Historiker grossen Stils, es war ein 
sehr belesener Pedant, der keine Lesefrucht umkommen liess und aus Gutem 
und Schlechtem, aus Sallust und Cicero, sowie aus der Pamphlet- und Klatsch- 
litteratur ein buntes Mosaik zusammenfiigte, das bald werthvolles Detail, bald 
gleichgiltigen Kleinkram, bald giftiges Gerede zu einem seltsamen Bilde 
vereinigte.” My own characterization above, though independently drawn 
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I refer, in particular, to the items on Roman Literature in Sz. 
Jcrome’s additions to the Chronicle of Eusebius and to the 
anonymous treatise de viris tllustribus, usually printed with 
the Caesares of S. Aurelius Victor and attributed in the 
majority of MSS. to Pliny the Younger, while the scholars 
of the Renaissance, chiefly it would seem misled by the title, 
identified it with its famous namesake.? St. Jerome’s obliga- 
tions to Suetonius are universally admitted, but it does not 
appear to have been noticed that, whatever the other sources 
of the de virts ilustribus may have been,’ its eighty-first 
chapter at all events, which deals with the life of Cicero, was 
also drawn from the same fountain, though, like the rest of 
the treatise, it has come down to us only in a horribly epit- 
omized form. I base this conviction not so much upon the 
identity of the titles or even upon the circumstance that 
Suetonius’s de virzs tlustribus no less than his Caesares were 
demonstrably pillaged by later historians who had occasion to 
treat of the same topics,® but rather upon the numerous 
coincidences existing between the anonymous writer and 
admittedly Suetonian fragments,® in particular those passages 


up, agrees in all essential particulars with the two sketches just cited. I was, 
therefore, all the more surprised to find that Swetonius had not sat for the por- 
trait so well painted by the two Gottingen scholars. Suetonius had, indeed, 
drunk deeply from pure historical fountains, but at the same time he would 
cast his dragnet far into the murky and polluted waters of tradition, and its 
rich haul was no less palatable to him. Cp. also, Peck, Suetonius’ Zzves of 
Caesar and Augustus, New York 1889, p. x: He can only accumulate with 
patient industry a vast number of details. Nothing is too unpleasant, nothing 
too personal to be left unrecorded. He pins a scandal and adds it to his col- 
lection, as a naturalist would a butterfly, but at the same time he does not 
dwell upon these matters. “8 Cp. Macé lc. p. 344. 

4H. Peter, Die geschichtl. Literat. etc. II. pp. 367-372. In spite of what 
has been written on the subject, the identity of the author of the unepitomized 
original and Aurelius Victor, the author of the Caesares, is a by no means 
improbable contingency. The indebtedness of Victor to the Caesares of 
Suetonius is well established. Cp. Peter l.c. II. 356 ff. 

5 Macé lc. p. 401-420; Peter l.c. IT. 35. 

6 E.g. de vir. ill. 2 = Suet. p. 318, 4 RE.; ad. 3, 2 = 7d. p. 319, 23 td. 5,1 = 
id. Pp. 320, 5. 
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concerning Cicero which the Anonymus and St. Jerome 
have in common. 

X>, Remembering then that both these writers were 
alike indebted to Suetonius’s de viris tllustribus, we may 
now turn to c. 3 of Plutarch’s biography, a paragraph, 
be it observed, so perfectly coherent, that it must needs 
have been taken in its entirety from one and the same 
source. . 

Now this passage contains at least favo evrors. The one con- 
sists in the implication that the pro Roscio Amerino was the 
earliest speech of Cicero, whereas it is known that he made 
his oratorical début with the vo Quznctio in 81 B.c., inthe 26th 
year of his age, the former belonging to the next year! As 
St. Jerome gives the correct date, it might be argued that 
Plutarch did not here follow Suetonius ; but this inference is 
neutralized by the second error, to the effect that Cicero 
after the Roscian trial left for Greece fearing the anger of 
Sulla, though he alleged ill health as the cause for his sudden 
departure. This statement flatly contradicts the facts of 
history, for so far from leaving Rome out of any dread of 
the dictator the young orator remained in the'city for nearly 
two years more, delivering in the meantime at least two 
speeches, one for L. Varenus and another in behalf of a 


1 That Plutarch did not purposely ignore the pro Quzuctio, as relating only 
toa causa privata, is made clear by the fact that the very same error, as Gellius 
NV. A. XV. 28,1 informs us on the authority of Asconius Pedianus, was shared 
by Cornelius Nepos and Fenestella: in librorum primo quos de vita illius 
(sc. Ciceronis) composuit (sc. Nepos) errasse videtur cum eum scripsit tres et 
viginti annos natum primum iudicii publici egisse Sextumque Roscium .. . 
defendisse. In qua re etiam Fenestellam errasse Pedianus Asconius animad- 
vertit quod eum scripserit sexto vicesimo aetatis anno pro Sextio Roscio 
dixisse. Longior autem Nepotis quam Fenestellae error est nisi quis vult in 
animum inducere Nepotem studio amoris et amicitiae adductum amplificandae 
admirationis gratiae quadriennium suppressisse ut M. Cicero orationem floren- 
tissimam dixisse pro Roscio admodum adulescens videretur. Cicero himself 
makes no distinction between the two cawsae, where he speaks of his first 
oratorical efforts. Cp. 7 Verr. II. 2, 65, 159, tum primum nos ad causas et 
privatas et publicas adire coepimus. 
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woman of Arretium.? It must be perfectly clear that such 
a calumny, or, if you will, misunderstanding, cannot well have 
arisen until post-Augustan times; and when I add that there 
are but ¢zwo authors, besides Plutarch, who are guilty of the 
same misstatement, namely Hzevonymus and the Anonymus,? 
the conclusion that all three are equally indebted to Suetonius’s 
vita Ciceronis will be irresistibly forced upon us,‘ the more so 
as palpable errors shared in common often furnish a safer clue 
to interdependence than coincidences in matters of fact. 
Plutarch’s remarks concerning Cicero’s father in c. I, as 
the obdév Av wvOécOa pérpiov and the ot wév—ot 8 indicate, 
must have been based upon an author who was wont to collect 
such traditions, leaving the reader to select what suited his 
fancy ; on the other hand, the calumny involved in év xcvadget 
Tiwi Kat yevécOat Kal tpapivat tov dvdpa excludes contem- 
porary biographers and historians.? The whole passage has, 


2 Cp. esp. ad Att. I. 19, 4 Arretinos quorum agrum Sulla publicarat neque 
diviserat, in sua possessione retinebam ; Aro Caec. 33, 97, (de eadem causa) at- 
que hoc et contra dicente Cotta et Sw//a vivo iudicatum est; Brut. gt, 314, 
sed cum censerem remissione et moderatione vocis et commutato genere 
dicendi me et periculum vitare posse et temperatius dicere, ut consuetudinem 
dicendi mutarem, ea causa mihi 7 Aszam proficiscendi fuit. Itaque cum 
essem biennium versatus in causis et iam in foro celebratum meum nomen 
esset, Roma sum profectus. 

3 Hieronymus: Roscio contra Chrysogonum defenso Cicero Athenas secessit 
et inde post triennium Romam regreditur; de viris illust. 81: Adolescens 
Rosciano iudicio eloquentiam et libertatem suam adversus Sullanos ostendit 
ex quo veritus invidiam Athenas studiorum gratia petivit. It will be also 
noticed that all three authors speak of Athens or Greece (els Thy “EAAdda) as 
Cicero’s immediate destination, whereas he expressly says that it was Asia. 

4 That no injustice is done to Suetonius by ascribing to him a slanderous 
statement of this nature is made evident by Suet. /w/. 4, composita seditione 
civili, Comelium Dolabellam . . . repetundarum postulavit; absolutoque 
Rhodum secedere statuit et ad declinandam invidiam et ut per otium et requiem 
Apollonio Moloni clarissimo tunc dicendi magistro operam daret (cp. Plut.c. 4 
and above p. 17). All the circumstances here afford an admirable parallel to 
the passage of Plutarch, and the motive given for Caesar’s departure is as 
similar as it is unquestionably false. 

5 The same reproach is made by Calenus ap. Dio Cass. XLVI. 4, but this 
rhetorical invective could at best be only an echo of some contemporary 
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in fact, the true color Suetontanus, and that this impression 
is not purely subjective is again shown by two passages in 
Hieronymus and the Anonymus® concerning Cicero’s alleged 
royal descent, the statement being also found in Plutarch, 
but nowhere else in extant sources,’ while the name of the 
orator’s mother and that of Herennzus as one of the murderers 
of Cicero ® are preserved only in St. Jerome and Plutarch. 
We have already seen that c. 4 could not have been taken 
from an early authority and it was intimated that Suetonius 
may well be made responsible for it. This hypothesis will be 
rendered all but certain by the following consideration. At 
the close of the chapter, Plutarch’ relates that Apollonius 
(Molo), after listening in sullen silence to a Greek oration 
which Cicero had delivered amid the applause of his fellow 
pupils, finally, instead of also praising the effort, cried out 
that he pitied the fate of Greece, in that culture and eloquence, 
the only glory which still remained to her, would now also be 
transferred to Rome.’ This anecdote is nowhere even alluded 
to by Cicero; there is, indeed, but one other reference to it 


slander which did not in any case reach Plutarch directly from such remote and 
early sources. 

8 Hieronymus: M. Tullius Cicero Arpini nascitur Helvia, patre equestris 
ordinis ex regio Volscorum genere; de vr. 7//. 81: M. Tullius genere Arpinas 
patre equite Romano natus genus a Tullo Attio rege duxit. 

7 Unless, indeed, we except Sil. Ital. Px. VIII. 406, Regia progenies et 
Tullo sanguis ab alto; XII. 175, Clarum Volscorum Tulli decus. Its origin 
may be due to a jesting remark of Cicero, 7wsc. I. 16, 38, Pherecydes Syrius 
...antiquus sane; fuit enim meo regnante gentili. Cp. Brut. 16, 62, ut si ego 
me a M’. Tullio esse dicerem qui patricius cum Servio Sulpicio consul anno X 
post exactos reges fuit. 

8 In view of the numerous extant accounts, this is a very significant 
parallelism. 

° A similar story is told of John Reuchlin and his teacher Argyropolus. 
Cf. Raumer, Gesch. der Paedag. I. 65. 

1) That it was, in fact, unknown to him appears from Brut. g1, 316: ibi me 
ad... Molonem applicavi .. . in notandis animadvertendisque vitiis .. . 
prudentissimum. Is dedit operam (si modo id consequi potuit) ut nimis 
redundantes nos et superfluentes .. . reprimeret et quasi extra ripas diffluentes 
coerceret. 
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in extant sources, and curiously it is found in none other than 
in the vzfa of the Anonymus, who mentions it, moreover, in 
precisely the same connection, for after speaking of Cicero’s 
studies at Athens (cited above) he continues as follows: 
Inde eloquentiae gratia Asiam, post Rhodum petiit, ubi Molo- 
nem... magistrum habuit guz flesse dicitur quod per hunc 
Graecia eloquentiae laude privaretur. In view of the inter- 
dependence between the Anonymus, Plutarch,-and Suetonius 
already established, this parallelism must be regarded as add- 
ing but another link in the chain of evidence for Plutarch’s 
direct indebtedness to Suetonius’s vzta Ciceronis.™ 

Plutarch’s statement (c. 46, Xéyerat) concerning the alleged 
reluctance of Octavian to sacrifice Cicero leads to the same 
conclusion. This transparent fiction, designed by apologists 
to clear the founder of the empire of one of the darkest 
stains in his entire career, is first met with in a famous pas- 
sage of Velleius,” though it doubtless did not originate with 
him. Thereafter, excepting Plutarch, I have been able to find 
but ¢wo passages which imply a knowledge of this apology, for, 
strange as it may seem, neither Appian nor Dio make any 
allusion to it.8 The one occurs in our anonymous vita: cum 
triumviros se fecissent Caesar, Lepidus Antoniusque concordia 

11 An incidental remark in Suet. de rhet. 1, Cicero ad praeturam usque etiam 
Graece declamitavit, Latine vero senior quoque et quidem cum consulibus 
Hirtio et Pansa, may show that he was not likely to have neglected a discus- 
sion of Cicero’s rhetorical studies in his biography. 

12 IJ. 66, 1, repugnante Caesare sed frustra adversus duos, instauratum 
Sullani exempli malum, proscriptio. Nihil tam indignum illo tempore fuit 
quam quod aut Caesar aliquem proscribere coactus est aut ab ullo Cicero pro- 
scriptus est etc. 

18 Unless App. &. C.1V. 51, és dwodoylav ris Kixépwvos éxddcews . . . vraroy 
(sc. dépnve Tov vidv Tod Kixépwvos) be so construed. Their silence may either 
have been due to their well-known hostility to Cicero which blinded them to 
the reprehensibility of Octavian’s conduct, or, what seems more probable, their 
sources were still ignorant of this particular attempt to whitewash the emperor. 
Livy’s famous comment can, of course, be interpreted only as a quasi justifica- 
tion of Antony. Cp. Liv. ap. Sen. Swas. VI. 22, quae (sc. mors Ciceronis) vere 


aestimanti minus indigna videri potuit quod a victore imimico (sc. Antonio) nil 
crudelius passus est quam quod eiusdem fortunae compoti fecisset. 
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non aliter visa est tntcr cos tungt posse nist Tullius necarctur, 
the other in— Suetonius Aug. 27, ix quo (sc. triumvirato) 
restitit quidem aliquamdiu collegis ne qua fieret proscriptio 
sed inceptam utroque acerbius exercuit. The latter statement 
is thereupon substantiated by numerous illustrations, whereas 
the tradition of Augustus’s previous reluctance is allowed to 
stand by itself. This circumstance would be most plausibly 
explained by the assumption that Suetonius had already dis- 
cussed it elsewhere; but this was most appropriately done in 
his narrative of the death of Cicero, the most noted victim of 
the proscription. 

In the light of these passages, pointing as they all do in 
one and the same direction, another fact which a comparison 
between Plutarch and the anonymous vz¢a reveals now at once 
assumes a peculiar significance. The latter contains ¢hzrty-sex 
items of information. Of these a// are met with in the Greek 
narrative, and, with two exceptions, in the zdentzcal chrono- 
logical order As an isolated observation, this. coincidence 


14 See Appendix IT. 

15 Quaestor — Aedilis — Praetor Ciliciam latrociniis liberavit— Consul. If 
the italicized sentence were sound, Zraetor would be absurd and the chronolog- 
ical sequence of events, otherwise strictly observed throughout, rudely destroyed. 
Two solutions of the difficulty suggest themselves. (a) Some words like /zz¢ 
codem tempore quo Pompetus dropped out after praetor, the temporal coinci- 
dence being sufficiently close (67, 66) to have caused the two to be mentioned 
together, particularly as Cicero’s praetorship was not marked by any conspicu- 
ous achievement. (b) The allusion is to Cicero’s proconsulship in Cilicia, in 
51 B.c. This is rendered probable, because otherwise all reference to his victo- 
rious campaign would be wanting. It is also not without significance that 
Plutarch and the Latin vz¢a would here again alone coincide, in that both speak 
of Cicero’s ‘usta victoria as a defeat of a band of robbers. Tf so, the words 
Ciliciam etc. may have been accidentally omitted, then placed in the margin, 
opposite Sici/iam, owing to its graphical similarity to Ci/iciam. Subsequently 
they intruded into the text in the wrong place, causing a conflation of two pas- 
sages, but the resulting blunder was not noticed, because the retention of praetor 
did not disturb the regular sequence of the cursus honorum. Whether the con- 
fusion was due to a later scribe or to the epitomator, whose condensation of the 
original has here, in fact, been so merciless as to leave little more than bald 
chapter-headings, I do not venture to determine. — The other disagreement 
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would possess no argumentative validity whatever ; but when 
it is taken in connection with the preceding discussion, the 
inference that the anonymous v/a and Plutarch’s biography 
were alike based upon Suetonius will appear not merely 
plausible, but unavoidable and convincing. 

X¢*, So far we were compelled to invoke the aid of authors 
under demonstrable obligations to Suetonius to prove Plu- 
tarch’s indebtedness to him. In the following passage an 
extant utterance of Suetonius himself will, I hope, enable us 
to reach the same goal, although the road to it is a long onc 
and obstructed with difficulties. I refer to the Dream of 
Cicero, related at length and with picturesque details by Plu- 
tarch inc. 44. It is a digression, abundantly marked as such 
by an édcxet, a ws ore, and a hac in two places. While Pom- 
pey and Caesar were still alive, the orator dreamed that the sons 
of senators had been summoned to the Capitoline hill, Jupiter 
intending to choose from out their number the future ruler of 
Rome. They all passed in review before him, whereupon he 
selected one boy,and, taking him by the right hand, said: 
«This one, O Romans, as your ruler will put an end to the 
Civil Wars.” Going down to the Campus Martius next day, 
among some boys at exercise Cicero’s eyes fell first of all 
upon the very lad whom he had beheld in his dream. Amazed 
at this, he inquired about the boy’s parents and learned that 
he was the son of one Octavius, a man not of noble descent, 
and of Attia, and that Julius Caesar was his uncle. By a 
curious coincidence also he was born in the very year of 
Cicero’s consulship.!. These circumstances prompted him to 


occurs ina digression inc. 20. Plutarch there says that Cicero at an early date 
suspected Caesar of monarchical designs ; the same prescience is attributed to 
him in the vz¢a, but in connection with the Clodian episode. The only other 
extant writer to confirm this is— Swefonius (Caes. 14) who cites a letter of 
Cicero to that effect. See note to text (§ 46°). 

1 Suet. Aug. 94 and Dio Cass. XLV. 2, in placing the birth of Augustus 
not only in the same year, but on the very day and hour of the famous senate 
meeting which decided the fate of the conspirators, show that the synchronistic 
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pay assiduous court to the youth, and at a later period they 
were alleged as the reason, or rather the pretext, for Cicero's 
efforts to win the favor of Octavianus. 

Now the question as to Plutarch’s authority for this story, 
granting that it originally came from the living lips of Cicero 
and was not a transparent fiction er eventu, might appear on 
first glance to be most satisfactorily answered by Tertull. 
de anima c. 46, M. Tullius Cicero civilium turbinum cultorem 
de somnio® narrat quod iz vitae illius commentarits conditum, 
particularly as Plutarch expressly quotes these very Memoirs 
in one place® and evidently alludes to them in another pas- 
sage * of -his biography of Cicero. And yet, even if we were 
to admit, what is after all extremely doubtful,® that Plutarch 
himself perused the thirteen books de vzta sua,® the statement 
that Octavian’s father was Tov otx adyav émipavay cannot 
well have been taken from this source, although the emperor 
did not, like some of his panegyrical biographers, trace his 
descent back to Tarquinius Priscus.* The real difficulties 


method, so dear to the ancients, had as yet lost little of its fatal fascination. 
Cp. Vell. Pat. II. 36, 1, consulatui Ciceronis non mediocre adiecit decus natus 
eo anno divus Augustus, and above p. 317. 

2 Cp. also Suet. Aug. 91 somnia neque sua neque alexa de se neglegebat. 

3 Comp. Dem. et Cic. 3, 6 Katoap év rots rps ‘Aypimmrav cai Matkjvav 
Urouvnuacw elpnKer. 

4 Cic. 45 wWyodrdya 5¢ Katcap adrés ws... xpjoaro TH Kixdpwvos év déovre 
prrapxia. Cp. also Plut. Brut. 27, 41; Ant. 20, €v rots drourjpaciy. 

5 Cp. H. Peter, Die Biographien etc. p. 136 f. 

6 Suet. Aug. 85, aliqua de vita sua quam tredecim libris, Cantabrico tenus 
bello (27 B.c.) nec ultra exposuit. 

7 Suet. Aug. 2 £. Sed haec a/ii (Plut. Cic. 1, of 5é els TUAAov "ArTioy dvd-youcw) ; 
ipse Augustus nihil amplius quam equestri familia ortum scrzdzt vetere ac 
locuplete et in qua primus senator pater suus fuerit (adrés ye uv Kixépwr etc.). 
AL. Antonius libertinum ei proavum exprodrat, restionem e pago Thurino, avum 
argentarium (= oi weév yap év kvadelw tivt Kal yevéoOar Kal rpapfvar tov dvdpa 
déyouowv). Nec quidquam ultra de paternis Augusti maioribus repperd (radra 
peév oby .. . torépnrar). C. Octavius pater a principio aetatis et re et existima- 
tione magna fuit (6 uévro. pros éx Tob yévous Kixépwy erovopacdels déios Ndyou 
Soxe? yevéoOar etc.) ut equidem mzver hunc quoque a xonnullis argentarium 
... proditum. 1 have cited this paragraph zx extenso to show the remarkable 
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begin, however, when we examine the two other references to 
this incident, preserved in Suetonius and Dio Cassius. It will 
be necessary to cite them in full. 

Suetonius Avg. 94: quoniam ad haec ventum est, non ab re 
fuerit subtexere quae ei prius quam nasceretur et ipso natali 
die ac deinceps evenerint, quibus fautura magnitudo etus et 
perpetua felicitas sperari animadvertique posset.2... Quo 
natus est ate, cum de Catilinae conturatione ageretur in curia 

. vulgata res est P. Nigidium .. . affirmasse dominum terra- 
rum orbit natum®... Q.Catulus post dedicatum Capitolium 
duabus continuis noctibus somniavit: prima, lovem Optimum 
Maximum e praetextatis compluribus circum aram ludenti- 
bus unum secrevisse atque in eius sinum rem publicam quam 
manu gestaret reposuisse; at insequenti animadvertisse se 
in gremio Capitolini Iovis eundem puerum, quem cum detrahi 
iussisset, prohibitum monitu dei, tamquam is ad tutelam rei 
publicae educaretur; ac die proximo obvium sibi Augustum, 
cum incognitum alias haberet non sine admiratione contuitus, 
simillimum dixit puero de quo somniasset. Quidam prius 
somniun Catuli aliter exponunt, quasi luppiter compluribus 
praetextatis tutorem a se poscentibus, unum ex eis demons- 
trasset ad quem omnia desideria sua referrent, eiusque 
osculum delibatum digitis ad os suum retulisset. 

M. Cicero C, Caesarem in Capitolium prosecutus somnzum 
family likeness between it and the opening chapter of Plutarch, which has 
already been proved on independent grounds to have been based upon 
Suetonius’s vita Ciceronis. Here, as in the case of Augustus, evidently zepi 
tod marpds oddey Fv mudécOar wérpiov. Cf. also Suet. V7te//. 1, Vitelliorum 
originem alii aliam et quidem diversissimam tradunt, partim veterem et 
nobilem, partim vero novam et obscuram atque etiam sordidam etc.; Vesp. 1. 

8 Suetonius never loses an opportunity to report such predictions. Cp. also 
Serv. ad Aen. VI. 799, Suetonius ait in vita Caesaris (in the now lost opening 
chapter) responsa esse data per totum orbem nasci invictum imperatorem, 
and Suet. Vesp. 5. The similar passage in Plut. Czc. 2, TH Oe TlrOn ddopa Soxet 
yevérOar Kal mpoerety ws bpedos weya Tact ‘Pwpalos éxtpepoton etc. has, there- 
fore, like the rest of the paragraph, a strong Suetonian flavor. 


9 It will be observed that the birth of Octavian in the year of Cicero’s con- 
sulship is in Plutarch referred to in close connection with the dream. 
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pristinae noctis familiaribus forte narrabat: puerum facie 
liberali, demissum e caelo catena aurea, ad fores Capitolii con- 
stitisse eique Iovem flagellum tradidisse; deinde repente 
Augusto viso quem ignotum plerisque adhuc avunculus 
Caesar ad sacrificandum acciverat, affirmavit ipsum esse 
cuius imago secundum quietem sibi obversata sit. 

Dio Cass. XLV. 2 after relating four of the five ‘prodigia’ 
given by Suetonius, including the prediction of Nigidius, 
likewise continues with the story of the dreams: 

Tlatéicxov te abtod dvtTos Kai tiv SiatpiByy ev tH “Podun 

a yw Ea As a , wv Lf #: # ? i 
motoupevou ed0&€ mote 6 Kixépwr dvap, aXvcect Te avTOY 
xpucais és TO KaserdAvov ex Tov ovpavod Kabipnoba Kal 

, \ n N ? L \ > \ ) / 
padotiya mapa tov Avos etAndévat: Kal (ov yap Hrictato 
dotis Hv) TepleTUXE TE AUTO THS LoTEpalas év a’T@ TH Karrito- 
io cal yvopicas adrov Sinyjoato Tois Tapodar THY div, 6 TE 
Katodros, ov0 avtdés mov éwpaxas Tov ’Oxtaovior, évopice 
Tovs tatéas év Tots Urvots Tos edyeveis Tavtas év TO 
Kamitwrio mpdcodov mpos tov Aia merotho@a Kal év ait 

X\ *. ? Ls X\ a # a > Xx > fe a 
tov GOedov eixova tid THS “Pwwns és Tov éxeivou KoATrOv 
éuBeBrAnnévar. éexmrayeis O€ érl TtovT@, avAdOev és Td 
Kamitodov mpocev&duevos TH Oe@: Kal éxet Tov ’Oxtaoviov 
v \ ” > t I 9 o lal +. . 2 a 
evpov dddws avaBeBnxdra, Td Te Eidos ad’Tod mpos TO évUTrMOV 
TMpoonpwoce Kal THY adnOEav THS dews éBeBatwcato. He 
then proceeds, again precisely as in Suetonius, peta TodTo . . . 
Thy Te ecOATa THY avdpLKHY evOUYTOS, O YLT@Y TrEpleppayn TE 
éxatépwbev ard TOV éTwpidwv Kal wéypL TOV TOd@Y KaTEppUn. 
TovTo avTo pev Kal’ éavTO ovy Gres Téxpapoiv Tia, bs Kal 
5 , a x 5 \ yf \ 1 
ayabdv Te mpoonpaivoy, épepev, Ara Kal Hviace ToS Tapov- 
tas... . éwerGov 6€ T@ Oxtaovim eimetv, Ort TO AElwpa TO 
Bovrevtixdy Trav bo Tos médas pou cynow... e& ody Tov- 
tov 6 Kaicap ueydra én’ abt@ édrricas ... emi Thy apynv noKe 

1” Aug. 94, Sumenti virilem togam tunica lati clavi, resuta ex utraque parte, 
ad pedes decidit. Fuerunt qui interpretarentur non aliud significare, quam ut 
is ordo cuius insigne id esset quandoque ei subiceretur. ... Another mira- 


cle is related, and then: illo et praecipue ostento motum Caesarem ferunt, ne 
quem alium sibi succedere quam sororis nepotem vellet. 
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Kal av? boa TpoorjKe: TO péANOVTL KANOS . . . THALKODTOV 
Kpatos Stoixnoev trdpyey, axpiBas eEerraldevce. 

Dio, as is generally admitted, handles his borrowed material 
with considerable freedom, expanding or condensing to suit his 
purpose ; accordingly we meet with some items in the above 
narrative which he could not have found in Suetonius, although 
the coincidences between them are otherwise remarkably close 
and numerous. Now, unless we are prepared to regard all 
the accretions in question as emanating from Dio himself, the 
resemblance just pointed out must be attributed to a common 
third source, such as the @eoroyovpeva of Asclepiades Mendes 
perhaps, whom Suetonius expressly cites as one of his authori- 
ties, for it cannot be denied that the story of the dream might 
also have found an appropriate place in such a work. The 
further inference, however, that Plutarch may be likewise 
indebted to this “cuvaywy? Oavpaciwy,” since all direct obliga- 
tions to Augustus’s t7rouryjuata are out of the question, must 
be rejected the moment we analyze the passages in Dio, Sue- 
tonius, and Plutarch a little more closely. In the first place, 
it must be noted that the account of the last named differs in 
essential particulars and in the very setting from the narra- 
tive of the others. Then again, Plutarch omits Catulus alto- 
gether, though some of the details of Cicero’s dream are 
incorporated by Suetonius and Dio in the dream which they 
attribute to Catulus, Dio, moreover, to make matters worse, 
in his turn combining some features of both dreams. 

Tertullian unfortunately fails to inform us how the orator’s 
dream was related in the emperor’s Memoirs," nor can we 
gather from his silence that no mention at all was made of 
the similar experience of Catulus. Now, as Suetonius demon- 
strably made a most extensive use of Augustus’s autobiography 


1 Perhaps Tertullian’s reference to Augustus as the man destined to put an 
end to the civil wars, the very prediction in which the vision of Cicero culmi- 
nates, may point to the Memoirs as the z/t/mate source of Plutarch; for in the 
other versions the civil wars do not figure at all. 
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and yet tells an essentially different story, two possible 
solutions suggest themselves. Either Plutarch, through an 
oversight or intentionally, substituted Cicero for Catulus who, 
if known to him at all, may have appeared too unimpor- 
tant an individual for his purpose, or else Suetonius related 
the anecdote differently in his Czcevo and in his Augustus. 
In the one, following some such authority as Asclepiades 
or Iulius Marathus,” he gave it as we read it in the extant 
biography; in the other, adopting the version of Augustus’s 
own narrative, he told it as we find it in Plutarch. I believe 
that the latter alternative more accurately represents the 
actual state of affairs, a conviction confirmed by the remark 
of Suetonius l.c. Quzdam prius somnium Catuli aliter exponunt 
etc. For, just as we here learn that Catulus was credited with 
two dreams on the same subject during successive nights, but 
that tradition varied as to the contents of the first, so we may 
plausibly conjecture that a dream which some attributed to 
Catulus was by others assigned to Cicero, and that the latter 
version had been accepted by Suetonius in his Life of Cicero 
and thus transmitted to Plutarch; the interval of time which 
separated the two Latin biographies, as well as the various 
sources consulted by Suetonius, being quite sufficient to 
account for the divergences in question. 

X4. Having thus established Plutarch’s indebtedness to 
Suetonius’s vzta Ciceronzs with the aid of the Suetonian mate- 
rial still extant, we shall now be methodically justified in 
assigning to the same source those portions of Plutarch’s 
biography for which in a majority of instances we were com- 
pelled on zz¢ernal grounds to assume a fost-Augustan origin, 
provided they at the same time clearly exhibit the well-known 
characteristics of Suetonius. 

Now the items which completely satisfy the aforesaid con- 
ditions are above all those pertaining to the fersonal or strictly 


12 Cited by Suet. ].c. as one of his sources. 
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btographical traits of Cicero! for which, as we have seen, Z7ro 
had hitherto, though on insufficient grounds or positively 
erroneous surmises, been regarded as the fous primarius of 
Plutarch. To be more specific, I maintain, and I hope the 
preceding discussion has justified the claim, that the following 
topics were taken by Plutarch directly from Suetonius’s vita 
Ciceronis: 

The information concerning the parentage, the name (c. 1), 
the birth and the early youth of Cicero, the statement about 
his poetic effusions (c. 2 and 40), the criticism passed upon 
them (c. 2), the entire contents of c. 5, the stray notes on 
Cicero's property (c. 5. 6) and on the state of his health (c. 8). 
Furthermore, the learned digression concerning Cicero’s self- 
glorification and eulogy of others (c. 24), the alleged origin of 
his feud with Clodius (c. 27), the philological comment on 
Cicero’s merits in enriching the Latin language by the coinage 
of philosophical terms (c. 40) and the remark on Cicero’s design 
to write a Roman History (c. 41), the story of his matrimonial 
troubles (c. 41), and finally the narrative of his proscription and 
assassination (c. 46-49). 

That the important events in the career of Cicero which in 
Plutarch are intimately associated with his forensic activity, 
such as the trial of Verres, the attack upon the agrarian 
legislation of Rullus, the affairs of Manilius and Milo, also 
received adequate treatment at the hands of Suetonius goes 
without saying. Now, as the Greek author in all these 
instances did not, as we have shown, draw from the original 
fountain, the inference, that he here too had recourse to the 
same authority whom he followed so extensively elsewhere, will 
not be rejected as intrinsically improbable. 

1 That a few of these may have reached Plutarch through oral channels or 
may represent the gleanings of his own casual reading, whether reproduced 
from memory or from his notebook, is all but certain (cp. e.g. c. 6. 49, 3 ruv6d- 


vowar etc.), especially in the case of anecdotal topics. But the material collected 
from such quarters could not have been sufficiently extensive to invalidate the 


above contention. See p. 4. 
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For the strictly Azs¢ortca/ events, in particular the Catilinian 
conspiracy, I am rather inclined to postulate some post- 
Augustan authority whose attitude was distinctly favorable to 
Cicero and who was in possession of all the contemporary 
sources on the subject, but who made no attempt to reconcile 
the manifold differences or traditions which had arisen in 
the lapse of time. The Clodian episode on the other hand, 
though also of one piece and hence not to be distributed 
among several sources, may well have been treated in Sueto- 
nius; at least, the story of the origin of the feud and the réle 
assigned to Terentia (c. 29), as well as the account of the exile. 
and the return of Cicero, are quite in his manner, not to 
mention that Plutarch quite fails to grasp the deeper political 
significance of events, but merely chronicles, again more 
Suetoniano, the bald facts. 

On the basis of two passages of Aulus Gellius? and Ser- 
vius,? Reifferscheid has with considerable ingenuity attempted 
to vindicate to Suetonius a work, entitled Azstoria bellorum 
civilium, which comprised the events from Pompey’s defeat 
of the pirates (67 B.c.) to the battle of Actium (31 B.c.). 
This history, which, according to the same scholar, was also 
consulted by Dio Cassius and St. Jerome, would thus prac- 
tically have included the entire career of Cicero, and as such 
might have been Plutarch’s source for the historical portions 
just discussed, as well as for those relating to the Civil War 
proper (49-31), in which case Suetonius would have been 
relieved of the necessity of treating the same occurrences at 
length in his Life of Cicero. This enticing theory, however, 
stands and falls with the initial hypothesis of Reifferscheid. 
But, as he has unfortunately utterly failed to establish its 


2N.A. XVI. 4, 4, Eundem Bassum Suetonius Tranguillus praepositum esse 
a M. Antonio . . . Parthos tribus ab eo proeliis fusos scv7z7¢, eumque primum 
omnium de Parthis triumphasse et, morte obita, publico funere sepultum esse. 

3 ad Verg. Georg. IV. 127, per transitum tangit Azstoriam a Suetonio memo- 
ratam. Pompeius enim victis piratis Cilicibus partim ibidem, partim in 
Graecia, partim in Calabria agros dedit. 
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verisimilitude,* no inferences of any value can be drawn from 
it for the solution of the problem before us. 

There is no reason to believe that Suetonius treated of 
these events at any greater length in his Life of Cicero, they 
being more or less incidental to it, than Plutarch felt called 
upon to do, particularly as historical narrative was not Sueto- 
nius’s forte. There would, therefore, be no obstacle to the 
assumption that Plutarch here too was content to follow in 
the footsteps of the Roman biographer, were it not for the 
fact that the other Lives alluded to above (p. 41. 46) prove that 
he had secured and utilized an exhaustive account of the Civil 
Wars, it being unlikely that this was as yet unknown to him 
when he composed his Cicero which preceded them in time.® 

But be this as it may, we shall at any rate be justified in 
contending on the strength of the foregoing analysis that 
Plutarch did not consult at first hand any of the works of 
Cicero or any pre-Augustan authorities, such as Sallust, Tiro, 
or Nepos, but that the vzta Ciceronis of Suetonius constituted 
his prencipal source. In fact, I feel convinced that if the last 
named were extant we should discover that their interdepend- 
ence was essentially similar to that which obtains between 
Plutarch’s Corzolanus and the corresponding narrative of 
Dionysius, whom the biographer followed even in those cases 
where an éwof dacw would naturally suggest some other 
sources of information. 


4 The entire question has been fully dealt with by Macé, Zssaz sur Suétone 
PP. 346-354- 

5 On the chronological sequence of Plutarch’s Lives, see Michaelis, de ordine 
vitarum parall. Plutarchi, Berlin 1875. The vita Ciceronis is later than that 
of Sudla; but as this, according to c. 21, cannot have been published before 
IIs A.D. we have a terminus post guem for the Life of Cicero. Now Plin. 
Epist. V. 10 (105 A.D.), as is generally admitted, alludes to the de viris i//us- 
tribus of Suetonius, and asks him not to withhold them any longer from the 
public. There will, therefore, be no chronological difficulty in the way of 
Plutarch’s indebtedness to this work, even if we agree with Macé luc. p. 66-72 
on so late a date as 113 A.D. for its appearance, particularly as all of its five 
parts were not necessarily issued together. 
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EXPLANATORY NOTE 


The division of the Greek text into paragraphs and sub-paragraphs is 
designed to distinguish more clearly than is done by the traditional chapter- 
numbers the constituent parts into which the biography may be resolved. 

The foot-notes do not aim to give an even adequately complete Source 
Commentary, but are chiefly intended to refute by an accumulation of 
examples the opinion now generally held, and discussed in the preceding 
pages, that Plutarch directly consulted the works of Cicero or any other 
contemporary authority, such as Sallust, for dzographical purposes. 

The more important passages are cited under two rubrics. Those 
under (A) designate substantial agreement with Plutarch, those under 
(D) disagreement in whole or in part. 

All source-references in the text are spaced. 

The text is that of Sintenis, with the following exceptions: 

c. 2,5 S. quépe. . Kad\avddv exhibits a hopeless confusion, primarily caused 
by Plutarch’s misreading zovas for xonxas. Kadavédv is probably an 
explanatory gloss due to a misunderstanding of azte diem JI. Nonas, 
the month having been omitted. See-c.2 note 4. The soundness of 
the text can‘be vindicated only on the supposition that Pl. followed 
the Greek method of reckoning and that xovae Kalendae was used 
for the Kalends of January, but for this I can find no evidence. 

c. 4,17. Kat moAdy is bracketed because the words contradict c. 3, 29, 
H pwvh word} wey kal dya6y. The double roddd (Il. 18, 19) is probably 
responsible for the addition. 

c. 5,23. The absurd voojoas has been changed to vojcas. See my note, 
Class. Rev. XIV (1900) p. 62. 

c. 7,25. Béppny yap... kadoforv clearly belongs after p7 6 Kixépwv. 

. 23, 22. éxelvwv with some MSS. for éxelvov, for the éfovela of the praetor 

Caesar and the ¢rzdune Cato was not ton. 

c. 29,16. I have introduced my emendation dia Karvddou for dd Tuddov. 
Compare Amer. Jour. of Phil. XI pp. 316 ff. 

Luyxp. 1, 4. I write Ka:Nlov for KexAlov, but retain the latter reading, 
though equally erroneous, in c. 36, for the reasons given on p. 44. 

My thanks are due to my friend and colleague Prof. Wm. N. Bates for 
his kindness in reading the proof of these pages. 

Feb. 1902. A. G. 
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1. I. Kixépwvos 8@ Hv pev pntépa* A€yovary “EdPiay Kat yeyovevar 
a r ~ bd r 4 
KaAGs Kat BeBoxéeva. epi d& Tod warpos ovdev Hv TvOéc Oat pérpiov. 
% lol 
Oi pév yap ev xvadetw? Twi Kal yevéoOar Kal tpappvar tov avdpa 
A€éyovaotrv, of 6’ eis TYAAov "Arrioy dvdyovor THY apxnv TOU yévous, 
La la’ 2 > t 3 x ¥ *p, s ‘J 
Bacitreicavta Aaprpas €v Ovodrovoxos® Kat odeunoavta Pwpyaious ov« 
advvatus. 
2. ‘O pevtor mpetos ek Tod yevous Kiképwy éerovopacbels adios Adyou 

a. bd x x. 2 ao > EL! , 3 > 3 4 » ? 
Soxet yevéerOar, O16 tiv érikdnow ovK dmréppupay of pet aitov, add 
ee bee we . : ; ‘hee. Abies 
HoTacavto, Kaimep tro ToAAMY yAcvalouevnv. Kixepa yap ot Aartvor Tov 

, e & ate in , 
€peBwOov Kadodor, Kaxelvos év TH méepati THS puvds SiacToAnv, ws ~orKeEr, 
= n si o > a Ea >7?> > , + 5 ¢ 
GpBretav elyev, dorrep epeBivOov Suadryy, ad’ Hs éxtyoaTo THy érwvupiay. 
Airos ye pyv Kixépwr, trép ov tade yéypamtat, Tov diAwy airov 
ye pa) p p parrrat, 

: ‘ Bs , Boy 
oiopevav Oeiv, OTe mpwTOV apxnv peTnE Kal ToALTElas HrTETO, puyely TOv- 
voua kal perabécOa, A€yeTar veavevodmevos eiely, ws aywvielrar Tov 
Kixépwva tdv Sxavpwy xal trav KdrAwy évdokdrepov amodetfa. Taprevwr 
8° év SuxeAdia kal Tots Geots dvaOnua rovovpevos dpyupoty Ta pev tpata dvo 

lal > ¥ > La a - x * ks 2 ba ae a rea 
TOV dvoudTwy éréypae, Tov Te Mapxov kal Tov TUAAOV, avTi d& TOD TpiToU 
oxortuv épéBivOov éxédevoe Tapa TA ypdupata Tov Texvirnv evTopetoat. 
a » A 
Tatra pév odv rept Tod dvopatos ictépytat. 
3. Il. Tex@pvar 8 Kixépwva Kéyovaory dvwdtvws Kal droves Aoyev- 


. , an aes y eos , = , an Pa ae < 
Geions atrod THs pyTpos Hepa Tpity Tov véewy Kadavdavt,* ey H voy ot 


apxovres evXovTaL Kal Pvovow trép Tod Hyeudvos. 
oe ee \ zs j a 
Ty 8 rirOy ddopa Soxet yevérOar Kal mpoemety ds dpedos peya Tact 
“Pwuaios éxtpepovoy. 
‘ 4 ; a 
Tatra 6& dAAws dveipata Kai pdrvapov civar SoxotvTa Taxéws abros 
arébeake pavreiay adyfuny év prxia Tov pavOdvew yevopevos, du” edpviav 
2 ¥ ‘ ‘\ 4 +3 <3 > ~ Cd Y Se ra 
exAdupas xat AaBwv dvoua Kai ddgav év Tois Taciv, WoTE TOUS TaTépas 
airay emuporay Tois SidacKadreios Oper Te Bovdouevous idety Tov Kixépwva 
¢ ae oes a 
Kal THY buvoupevyy abrod mepi Tas paOnoas d€UTnTA Kai oiverw ioTopnaat, 


Passages quoted verbatim or discussed in the foregoing analysis are marked 
with an asterisk (*). 

1 (A) * Hieron. i Euseb. Chron. Olymp. 168, 3(2). 

2 (A) * Calenus apud Dio Cass. NLVI. 4, 2. 5, 3. 

8 (A) * Hieron. Lc.; de vir. 2llustr. 81 (Appendix II). (D) pro Mur. 8, 17. 

4(D) Cic. ad Att. XIII. 42, 2, diem meum scis esse III. Nonas Ianuarias; 
VII. 5, 3, III. Nonas, natali meo; Gell. WM. 4. XV. 28, 3. 
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7. Ei épay eis ordow, éx S€ THs oTacews eis Akparov eurintovTa TA 
, i. 7 a % x ‘ \ 6 x 2 04 ig 
mpdypata ovapxiav,” ért tov oxodaoTH Kal Oewpyntixdv eAOwv Biov 
"EdAnow ouvqy pirorsyors Kal mpocetye Tois pabypact,> axp. ov SwAdAas 
2 *. sf / ¥, , oi € , 
exparyoe Kal kardoracty twa AapBdvev okey 7 wdALs. 
8. "Ey & Td xpdvw ToiTw Xpvadyovos dmeAcdHepos BAAa pocaryyetAas 
Twos otciav &s ex mpoypadys dvaipeBévtos® aités éwvjoato SicyiAiwy 
8 an 2D} \ be “Pp y = eS: ‘ NX , Po 6; / > 
pay Loy. met 8& “Pwoxtos 6 vios Kal KAnpovduos Tot TeOvnKdTos Hya- 
vaKTe. Kal THY ovolay dmedeiKvUE TEVTHKOVTA Kai SiaKoTiwy TaddvTUV odcaY 
, lol nw 
d€iav,”” 6 re SvAAas édeyyopevos exadérauve Kai Sikny warpoKrovias émpye TH 


1 (A) Plato de rep. V. 466. 2 (A) Cp. Tac. Dial. 19-23. 

3 (A) Cp. Tac. Déal. 21, fecerunt enim et carmina ... non melius quam 
Cicero sed felicius quia illos fecisse pauciores sciunt, to which passage I have 
collected the numerous corroborative criticisms (p. 235). 


4 (D) * Cic. ad fam. XIII. 1, 2. 5 (A) Cic. de amic. 1, 1. 
6 (D) Cic. Phil. XII. 11, 27, Cn. Pompeius, S. F., consul, me praesente 
cum essem tiro.in eius exercitu cum ... duce Marsorum . . . collocutus est. 


7 (A) These events had been related at length in the earlier Life of Sulla. 

8 (A) To this period belong the de zventione and the translation of Xeno- 
phon’s Oeconomicus. Cp. also Brut. 90, 308 ff.; de off. II. 24, 87. 

9 (A) Cic. pro Rose. Am. 11, 32, occisum in proscriptorum numerum rettu- 
listis; 1, 1-4. 2, 5; Quint. XII. 6, 3, summis audientium clamoribus dixerit ; 
Gell. V. A. XV. 28, 3, florentissimam orationem. 

10 (D) Cic. lc. 2, 6, duobus milibus nummum (= $75, not $370); 8, 21, 
imprudente L. Sulla facta esse certe scio etc.; 9, 25. 38, TIO. 45, 130 if 
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7 , , 
‘Pwokiw,! tod Xpvooydvov katackevacartos, €BorGe 5° oddeis, GAA’ dzrerpe- 
movto Tov SvAAa THv xaderdrynta Sedouxdres, ovTw by di” epyytav Tov 
~ , x 
pepaxiov TO Kixépwr mpoopvyovtos of didn cuumapdpywv, @s ovK ay 
> a z ae s ‘ b , ££ Or , bs 
ait@ Aapmpotépav adOis apxnv mpos ddkav Erépay bbe KaAALW yeryooueEryy. 
> , > x 7 % , > , 6 2 
AvabdeEdpevos ov THY cuvnyopiay Kal KaTopOwoas CavpdcOn ' 
9. dediws S¢ Tov SvAAav dredjunoev eis THy “EAAdOa,3 Siaczeipas Adyov, 
a ~ re 5! 
&s TOD Gwyatos ait@ Oepareius Seopevov. Kai yap nv dvrws icyvos Kat 
, ¥ a A 
doapkos, dppwotia cTopdxov puxpa Kal yAicypa poyis dWe THs Hpas Tpoc- 
* 4 2 N ‘ ‘ x N93 - XX be No» 2 = 
pepopevos:* 4 8 Pwvy modAAH pev Kal ayaby, oKAnpA SE Kat a7rAaGTos, tro 
be a , 5 t * 16) wy 7 *. 5 x, kal my 4 éXa: 
& TOU Adyou oPodporynta Kai wAaOos ExovTOs det Oia TOY avwW TOvwY EAavVO- 
pevn PoBov rapetyev irép TOU cwuaTos.* 

10. IV. “Aduxdpevos 8° eis AOyvas ’Avtidyov Tod “AcKadwvirou o17- 

5 a ‘3 > 2 ~ , s cal ‘ we 2 ON , a Oe 2 ~ 
Kovee,” TH pev evpoia TAV Adywy adrod Kal XapiTe KyAOVpEVOS, & 8” év Tots 
Sdypacw evewrepicer ovk eraivav. 

11. "Hdy yap édicraro ris véas Acyomevyns ’Axadnueias 6 “Avtioxos Kai 
tHv Kapveddou oraow eyxatederev, Te KapmTopevos tro THs evapryetas Kai 
~ J , ” LZ mn A ‘\ \ lal §. 
tov aicbycewy, ere, WS Paciy Evior, iroriuia Twi Kal Siapopa mpos 
tovs KAetroudxou kal Bidwvos ovvybes Tov Irwikoy® ék peraBorAgNs Oepa- 

mevwv Adyov ey ToIs TAKioTOLS. 

12. ‘O 8 Kixepwy éxeiva yyara Kaxelvors mpoeiye paAXOv, Siavoovpevos, 
el mavTamacw éxrécot TOU TA Kowa TpagceL, Sedpo peTeveyKajevos TOV Biov 
eee erry eee eee . , ae 
ék THS ayopas Kat THS ToATELas ev NoVXia pera Pirocopias kataljv. 

13. “Evel 3° aird SwAAas te tpooyyyeAOn TeOvyKds, Kal TO cpa Tois 

- * Ls > te P3 if Ld LA ‘ € 
yupvacios avappuvvipevor eis ey Badie veavixny, 7 Te Pwvi) AapBdvovoca 

, ay ~ + _ > ‘\ > O a4 # 7 be SF x 
TAdow Wdeia. wev Tpos axonv éréOparto [Kat wodAH], metpiws S€ mpos THV 
¢ 9 ae yoy Ay Nees , , 
ey pwooto TOD TwpaTos, TOAAG pev Tay dro Pwuns didwy ypaddvrav 
Kal deopevwv, ToAAG O° ’AvTidxou mapaxeevopevov Tois Kowois émBadely 
mpdypacw, atfis dorep dpyavoy éénprve Tov pytopiKov Adyov Kal dveKiver 
TH TodutiKny Svvapuy, adTov Te Tals ped€ruts diaovSy Kal TOUS ezatvoupE- 
VOUS JETLWY PHTOpAS. 


1 See note 10, p. 67. 

2 See note 9, p. 67; pro Rosc. Am. 1,1. 21, 59; Brut. 90, 312. 

8 (A) * Hieron. 72 Euseb. Chron. (= Sueton.) Olymp. 175, 1; de vir. idl. c. 81. 

(D) * Brut. 91, 314. 

4 (A) Brut. 91, 313, erat eo tempore in nobis summa gracilitas et infirmitas 
corporis, procerum et tenue collum qui habitus et quae figura non procul abesse 
putatur a vitae periculo si accedit labor et laterum magna contentio. 

(D) Brzz. 1. c. 

5 (A) Cic. de leg I. 21, 54; Acad. I. 4, 13. 

8 (A) Acad. II. 43, 132, erat quidem . . . germanissimus Stoicus. 

7 (D) These designs belong to a later period in Cicero’s life. Cp. c. 40 
and ad Adt. II. 5, 2. 12, 4. 16, 3; IV. 16, 10; IX. 4, 2.9. 


PLUTARCH’S LIFE OF CICERO 69 


14. "Odev cis "Aciav kai “Pédov érAevoe, kal Tov pev ‘Aciavav pytopwv 78 B.C. 
Revoxde 7G “Adpapurryve kai Avovvaiw tH Mdyvyre cal Mevirrw 76 Kapt 
ouvecxoracer, év 58 “Pddw prrope pev “AroAwviw TH Méddwvos,) procdshw 
8 Tocedwvin.? 

Aéyeras® 8 Tov “ArokAwMoy ob ovnevta THY “Pwpaixyy Suddexrov 
SenFivat Tod Kixépwros “EAAnuoti pererioa.: Tov 8° draxotoar mpobvpuws, 
oidpevov odtws érerOar BeAtiova. THY eravopOwow: émel 8° eued€ryce, TOs 
pev GAdovs exremrHy Oar Kai SrapwrAAGoOat mpos aAAHAOvs Tos éraivos, TOV 
3° *Arod\AGnov ov7 axpowpevoy aitod SiaxvOjvar Kai mavoapévov oivvouy 
KadeleorOar tort xpdvov, &xOopevov Se Tot Kixépwvos eireiv: “SE per, d 
Kixépwy, érawd kat Oavpdta, tis 8¢ “EAAddos oixreipw rHv TUXNY, Spay, & | 
fovea. TOY KaAGY Hyiv brededrero, Kal Tabra “Pwuaiors 6 cod mpoo-yevopeva, 
maideiav Kal Adyov.”’ . 

15. V. ‘O yotv Kixépwy éAridwv pectos emt tHv modureiay Pepdpevos 
bro xpyopod twos aanyBrAWOn THY Spuyv. "Epomevw yap atta tov év 
Aerdois Gedy, druws av évdodraros yévorro, mpoceratey 9 Tv0ia rhv éavrod 
piow, &drAa py THY TGv TOAAGY dokav Hyenova Toreio bat TOD Biov.+ 

16. Kal rov ye mpdrov év ‘Pun ypdvoy edAa Bas Supye Kai rats dpyais 77 B.0. 
éxvypas Tpocyet Kai TapnucdctTo,° Tadta Oy TA’ Pwpaiwy trois Bavavoordrors 
mpoxelpa Kal ovvyOn pyyata, Tparxos® kat cxoAacTiKos dkovwv. 

"Ere 8¢ hice pirdrysos Ov Kal wapokvvdpevos tro TOU TaTpos Kal TOY 
pirov éereduxev cis TO ovvnyopeiv Eavrdv, odk Hpéua TO Tpwreiw TpooH yer, 
GAN’ edOds eeAappe TH Sdbn Kal Suéhepe TOAY Tav aywricopevwy én’ 
dyopas. 

17. Aéyeras 8& Kal atros otdty Hrrov voycas rod Aypocbévous pos 
Tv brdxpiow,’ todro pev “Pwoxiw rd Kwpwdd, todro 8 Aicdrw TE 
Tpaywoe mpocéxe erysehas.* 

18. Tov 8’ Alcwroy rotroy ioropototy dmoxpwdpevov év Oeétpw Tov 
mepl THS Tyswplas TOD Ovéeorov Bovrevouevoy “Arpéa, TGv tryperay tTevos 


1 (D) * Cic. Brut. 91, 317. 2 (D) * Cic. Brut. lc. 
3 (A) * de vir. ill. 81. Cp. also Tusc. Disp. II. 2, 5. 
(D) * Cic. Brut. gt, 316. 
4 (D) * Cic. de div. II. 56, 115 ff. (attack on the Delphic oracle). 
5 (D) * Cic. Brut. 92, 318. : 
6 (A) Calenus ap. Dion. Cass. XLVI. 18, 1, & Kucépwv 9 Kexépxoude # 
Kixepdxce 7 Tpalxovde 7 6 Te wore Kal xalpecs dvouatsuevos ad Att. 1.15, 1. 
7 (A) Cic. de ovat. III. 56, 213; Brat. 38, 142; Orat. 17, 56, ut iam non sine 
causa Demosthenes tribuerit et primas et secundas et tertias actioni. 
8 (A) Macrob. Satur. Il. 10, Roscio et Aesopo histrionibus tam familiariter 
usum ut res rationesque eorum sua sollertia tueretur. 
(D) Cicero’s friendship for these actors is attested by many passages, but 
he nowhere confirms the above statement. 
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. e - eo ¥ " a 
ddvw rapaspapcvros, Ew trav éavtotd Aoyopdv ba To waGos! ovTa TH 
, , ce aren 
oKyTTpw Tatagar Kal davedelv. 
2 a . an 
19. Od puxpa S& rpos TO weDew taypyev ex Tod broKpiverbas por) TO 
j oa , , 
Ktxépww. Kai tovs ye TO Body peyadavyoupévous pyTopas émurxamTwv 
” ¥ ss pes 8% x ‘ 7 X 2 2 7 tye} 
éreye bu’ dobeveay éri tHv Kpavyny Waorep xwdovs Eh UrTov 7dav. 

20. ‘Il 8 rept Ta oKwppara Kat THv madiay TaiTyy ed’tparedia Sikavi- 
al pee igs , , , re : Ra 
Kov pev €ddKeEr Kal yAadupsy, xpwpevos O° airy Kataxdpws ToAAOUs EXvreEt 

, ayy , 
Kal Kaxoybeias eAduBave Sdgav. 
21. VI. *Amodaybeis S€ tapias ev oirodeia Kal Aaywv SuKeAtay Qva- 
2 a 3 0, , 2 > a a > c , 5 t 3 > 
xAnoe? toils avOpwros ev apyy atrov cis “Pwopyy dmrooréAXdew* avayKa- 


; Es v Ae 8: , \ a \ , a2 on 
Copevors. Yorepoy oe ™Ss €rripeAcias Kat Sixaroowns KL TPQOTYHTOS QvuToOu 
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~ i Ba. Lath aki aa ae : 
meipav AapBavovres Hs ovdeva Tay TuTo Hye“dvwy éTiwnoay. 
22. “Exel 3¢ woAAol raév dro “Popns véwv evdokor kai yeyovores Kadas 
& ¢ mW > # ‘ tr » ‘ e > ia 0: » 
aitiay éxovres dtagias Kal padaxias wept Tov moAeuov dveréupOnoav emt 
. ~ an ~ a x 
Tov oTpatyyov THS SuKedlas, ouvetrey adrois 6 Kixépwv émupavas Kai 
TrEpLeTrOLnT eV. 
* i. ‘ cat 
23. “Emi rovras otv péya ppovav® eis ‘Pwunv Badilwy yedoiov te 
mabey dyno Suwrvxov yap dvdpi trav eripavav Pidrw Soxotvre rept 
Kapraviav, épécba, tiva 5) Tov merpaypevwy im adtod Adyov éyover 
“Pwpaior Kat ti ppovotow, ws dvopuatos kal 8déys Tay Tempaypevwv 
F x , oy 2 ‘ \ 8° > ”~ 6c a a * x 
atta tTHv ToAW amracay eumerAnkus: tov O° eimety: “Ilod yap js, o 


” yy . > 2 6 a , 
TOTE MEV OUY é£a UPNOAL TAVTATACLV, 


\ as 
Kixépwv, tov xpdvoy Tovrov; 
> , x , > XN Xx if 2 \ © ‘% 3 aA ¥ 
ei kaOdrep eis réAayos dyaves THY ToAW éurecwv 6 Tepl atrod Adyos 
ovdey eis ddgav eidnAov memotnxev: tatepoy b€ Aoyicpov EavT@ O:bods TOAD 
s , 5 : “ : , 
THS pirotTysias Upetrev, ws pos aopiaTov Tpaypa THv ddéav dpiAdopevos 
; \ 7 ; 
kal mépas odk épixtrov éxovoay. Od piv GAAG TO ye Xalpev éravovpevov 
+ RY i a 5 
duadepdvTws Kal mpos doay éumableorepov éxew axpt wavTos aire wapéeueve 
, , fi = dab: derdonk A 
kat ToAXOUS TOAAdKLS TV OpUay ereTapate Aoy.o par. 
‘ e : - 
24. VII. “Arréuevos 8& THs Toditetas TpoOupsrepov aicypov yetro 
Tous pev Bavaicovs dépyavos xpwuevous Kai oxeverw ayixos pydevos 


1 (A) Cic. de div. 37, 80, in te saepe vidi et . . . in Aesopo, familiari tuo, 
tantum ardorem vultuum atque motuum ut eum vis quaedam abstraxisse a 
sensu mentis videretur. 

(D) * Cic. Zuse. Disp. IV. 25, 55. 

2 (D) Cic. 72 Verr. II. 3, 78, 182; pro Planc. 26, 63. 

3 (A) Cic. pro Planc. 26, 64, frumenti in summa caritate maximum numerum 
miseram (sc. Romam). 

4 (A) Cic. pro Plane. l.c. excogitati quidam erant a Siculis honores in me 
inauditi. 

5 (A) Cic. l.c. hac spe decedebam ut mihi populum Romanum ultro omnia 
delaturum putarem. 

6 (D)*Cic. le. Seep. ry f. 
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> Lal M” XN , x 3 2 tal \ 23 £ hig 
dyvoeiy dvoua pnd xvpav 7) Svvapuy abrav, Tov S€ rodutiKOV, @ 8” évOpwrwv 
‘ ¢ = a x a col 
at xowal mpdges mepaivovrat, pabiuws kal duedds exew mepl thy Tov 
rv a col cl "06. > - a“ - , 10 z £ ra 1 
TOXTAV yvaow. lev ov povoy Toy dvopatwv Elie pvypovevey autor, 
‘ ‘ , bid we ia a r 
GAAG Kal Tomov, €v @ TGV yvwpipwy ExacTos oiKel, Kal Ywpiov, OU KEKTYTAL, 
‘ , Ls os +. A | ae . ~ eQh Fs Fa 
kal iAous, otatiot yp7Tat, Kal yelrovas éyivwoxe: Kal wacav 6dov ‘Iradias 
Stazropevonevw Kixépwve mpoxeipov Av eizrety Kat emideté bs tov pir 
PEVOLEVY pwve mpdoxepoy Av eimely Kal emideiEar Tors Tay pirwv 
dypovs Kai Tas éravAes. 

25. Oiciay S€ puxpav per, ixavny 8€ Kal Tals damdvats émapKy KeKTNHLEVOS 
COavpdlero pyte picOors pte Sdpa mpooreuevos amd THS cTuvyopias, 
padwota 8° ore THY KaTa Béppov Sikny averafse. 

cat a. N pe! , 

26. Totrov yap otpatnyov yeyovora THs BuKeAlas Kal TONG TeTovNpEV- 
bevov TGV Suxedwrav dSwwxdvtwv etrev, ovK eimwv, GAN ef adrod Tpdroy 

‘ an bd ~ ~ a ~ ~ e t 
Twa Tov py eimetv.2 Tov yap otpatnyev to Béppy yapilouevwy Kal THv 
bu Lf Oe * ny £ nx LJ \ € / 8 3 re 

ixqy vmepbéceor Kai Siaxpovoect ToAAats cis THY boTdryv® éxBarAdvTwr, 
. a 4 o a , c lol € , 3 > > ta s aQy 
cs Fv mpodprov, Ste Tois AOyous 6 THs Tucpas® odk eapxéres ypdvos ovde 
Aneta wépas Hy Kptors,” dvaotas 6 Kixépwy ey psy SeicOar Adywv, GAN’ 
éxayaywv Tos paptupas Kal emixpivas exéhevoe hépew THY YApov Tovs 
Sixacras.? 
27. “Opus S& 7OAAG xaptevta SiapvnpoveveTas Kal Epl exEeivny avTOD 
‘ ‘id € * E 4 XN wy mw eR ea a 
tHv Sixnv. ‘Qs obv daedevbepixos avOpwros evoxos TO iovdailew dvopa 
; ahs , . , ie: 
KextAtos éBovdero tapwodpevos Tous DuKeAwras Katyyopeiv Tov Beppou 
. ~ rs € cad \ 
“Ti lovdatw mpos xoipov ;”? én 6 Kixépwr.* Béppyy yap of “Pepator tov 
ft a a > fal s by. 
exteTunpevoy xoipov Kadovow. "Hy 8 ro Béppy dvtimais vios otk éAev- 

- tad is, a Lae y, * c La > 
Oepiws Soxav mpototacba tis dpas. AowWopyfeis otv 6 Kixépwv eis 

, cat y ~ ~ % tol n 
padaxiay tro rod Béppov ‘Tois viois,’’ elev ‘ évros Oupav de dow 
Sopeta Oa.”’ 

a arr < : ee eee ae Se Bo 

Tod 8 pyropos ‘Opryciov tiv pev ebOectav to Béppy oweretv py 
ToApHoavros,® ey 8€ TO TyjpaT. weobevTos rapayever bar kal AaBovtos 


1(A) [Q. Cicero] de pet. cons. 11, 41, petitio desiderat nomenclationem, 
blanditiam, assiduitatem, benignitatem. 

(D) Cic. ad Att. IV. 1, 5, ad urbem ita veni, ut nemo ullius ordinis homo 
nomenclatort notus fuerit qui mihi obviam non venerit. 

(A) Cic. pro Mur. 36, 77, quid? quod habes xomenclatorem, in eo quidem 
fallis . . . nam si nomine appellari abs te cives tuos honestum est, turpe est 
eos notiores esse servo tuo quam tibi etc. 

2 (A) iz Verr. 1. 10, 31 ff.; Ps. Ascon. zz Verr. I p. 126f.; Quint. VI. 6, 4. 

3 (D) ix Verr. l.c. 

4 = Quid Iudaeus cum Verre? For other Ciceronian puns on Verres, cp. 
my note to Tac. Dial. c. 23 (p. 249). 

5 (A) Cic. 2 Verr. Il. 1, 7, 20; Orat. 37, 129; Ps. Ascon. 72 Verr. 
pp. 126, 153, adeo stupefactus Hortensius dicitur ut rationem defensionis 
omitteret. ; ‘ 
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Sdhiyya exes.” 
28. VIII. Otrw d& rod Béppov Kxaradicacbetos? éBdopynKovta mévTe 
, , a hi s c , ny x wy if oe ig 
pupiddwy Tynodpevos® thy diknv 6 Kixépwv Sia Bodrryv eoxev, ws én’ dpyuvpiw 
TO Tyanpa Kabvperpevos.* 
Od yyy adrN of RuxedcBrae yap eidstes dyopavopodvros atrovt oA 
XN my > ‘ a if ad XN , bd = EEN 2 , 
pev ayovtes dro THS vyTOV, TOAAG S€ éepovTes HKov, dv ovdey erornTaTO 
ig Sy > 7 a x % > ‘\ 3 , a x ci * 
Képbos, GAN’ dcov émevwvica, THY ayopay amrexpyoato TH PiroTysia TOV 
avOpwrrwv. 

29. “Exéxryto d& xwpiov Kadov év "Aprois,® kai mept Neéay roAw Hv aypos 

‘ XN A o tJ = ua , ~ ‘ 
kai tept Ilouayiovs erepos, ov peyahor: hepvy te Tepevtias THs yuvatkos 
mpoceyevero prupiddwy déka, Kal KkAnpovouia tis eis évvéa Syvapiwy ovy- 
axOeioa pupiddas. 

30. “Amo rovTwy édevOepins dua kal cwppovus dupye pera TOV TUBB 
owrwv “EAAjvev® kat “Pwpaiwy prorAsywv, omavov, e more, po dvopav 
€ * , > 7 a id « ® ‘ ~ a ra 
GAlov kataxduvouevos, ody odTw b.’ acyorlay, ds dd TO Tua TO oTOpAyw 

~ 5 r eH be ‘ N ” ‘ i) a - > 
poxPnpws LAK ELILEVOV. V O€ KQL THY adAnv Trepl TO owpa Oeparretav akpl- 
Bas Kat wepittds, dote Kal Tpieot Kai Tepuraros’ apiua TeTaypcvors 
xpnoba. Todttov tov tpdrev diumadaywyav tiv ew dvocov® Kal duapky 
mpos ToAAOUS Kal peydAous adydvas Kal movous cuvelyev. 
£ N ‘ /- , . ta X ? 
31. Oixiay 8 riv pev ratpeav TO adeAPGO Tapexwpyoer, aitos 8 det 
‘ A = 
mept To TlaAdtiov® irép Tov px paxpav BadiCovtas évoyAciobar Tovs Oepa- 


F 
TEVOVTAS AUTOV. 


1(D) Plin. WM. #. XXXIV. 48, 8 speaks of Corinthian bronze, in Quint. VI. 
3, 98 it is a Sphinx aenea, and according to Plut.’Azo@@. 11 it was of silver. 
Otherwise the stories are identical. 

2 (D) Ps. Ascon. Il.cc. adeo perculsus Verres ut abiret in exilium sua sponte. 

3 (D) Ps. Ascon. p. 152; Cic. Div. 72 Caec. 5, 19, abs te sestertium milies ex 
lege repeto. 

4 (A) ia Verr. I. 18, 56 and Ps. Ascon. p. 106 /rustra calumniantur Cice- 
ronem quidam homines et modoeum sestertium milies dicunt repetere, modo 
quadringenties. But cp. Plut.c. 7 unre ddpa dvédaBe. 

5 (A) * Mart. IV. 55, 3. 

8 (A) * Cic. de nat. deor. I. 3, 5, doctissimorum hominum familiaritates quibus 
semper domus nostra floruit. 

T (A) Cic. ad Quint. frat. III. 3, 1; ad Ade. II. 23, 1. 

8 (A) * Asin. Poll. ap. Sen. Sas. VI. 24. 

® (D) This house was purchased after his consulship. Cp. Cic. ad fam. V. 
6,2; ad Att. 1. 16,10; Gell. M.A. XII. 12,1. The topics 29 ff. are disjointed 
and accumulated without reference to chronology. Plutarch had nothing to 
say about the aedileship, and these items are put in to fill the gap, as it were. 
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1 (A) Cic. Brut. 93, 321; pro lege Man. I. 2, ter praetor primus centuriis 
cunctis renuntiatus sum. 

2 (D) * Cic. ad Att. I. 4, 2; Val. Max. IX. 12,7 (suicide before conviction). 

3 (A) * Cic. lc. nos incredibili ac singulari populi voluntati de C. Macro 
transegimus. Cui cum aequi fuissemus, tamen multo maiorem fructum ex 
populi existimatione, illo damnato, quam ex ipsius si absolutus esset, gratia 
cepissemus. 

4 (A) Cic. pro Sest. 65, 135 strumam civitatis (cp. Schol. Bob. p. 310); zw 
Vat. 4, 10 (cp. Schol. Bob. p. 316); #7 Vatin. 2, 4, inflato collo, tumidis cervici- 
bus intulisti. This particular retort is, however, not found elsewhere. Cp. 
Kurtz, Phzlol. 36, p. 569. 

5 (D) * Dio Cass. XXXVI. 44. 


66 B.C. 


64 B.C. 


63 B.C. 
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The chief extant narratives of the Conspiracy (c. 10-23) are: Cic. 2 Cat. ; 
Sallust; Appian &. C. II. 2-7; Dio Cass. XX XVII. 24-42; Florus IV. 1 ff. 
Cp. also the special treatises cited in the Bibliography and Sibinga lc. pp. 48- 
143. In the following those passages will be preferably cited which show that 
neither Sal/ust nor Cicero was directly consulted by Plutarch, noteworthy 
divergences from Cicero’s statements in the Speeches proving by implication 
that the lost dréuvnua was also not one of his sources. 

1 (A) Cic. Brut. 90, 311, leges et iudicia constituta, recuperata res publica; 
de proscript. fil. fragm.: ita legibus Sullae cohaerebat status civitatis ut his 
solutis, stare ipsa non posset. 

2 (D) Plutarch ignores the so-called first Catilinian conspiracy, so frequently 
referred to in Cicero’s speeches, and narrated by Sall. 18; Dio XXV. 44. 

3 (A) Sall. c. 5 animus audax, subdolus, varius; zz Cat. II. 5; III. 17 tam 
acer quam paratus, tam audax quam callidus etc. 

(D) Cat. I. 10, 26; II. 4, 7 ff.; esp. Sall. c. 15 necato filzo. 

4 (A) Cic. i” toga cand. fragm.: cum deprehendebare in adulteriis . . . cum ex 
eodem stupro tibi et uxorem et filiam invenisti; [Q. Cicero] de pet. cons. 2, 9, 
educatus est in stupro sororis. 

5 (D) Cic. zz Cat. I. 16, 13 ff., cum morte superioris uxoris .. . domum 
vacuefecisses, nonne etiam alio incredibili sceleri hoc scelus cumulasti; III. 17. 

6 Plut. Sud7 32, 50fe etc. Not elsewhere mentioned. 
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1(D) * Sall. Cat. 22; (A) Dio XXXVI. 30. 

2 (A) iz Cat. I. 6,13; II. 9, 20; Sall. Cat. 14, 5. 

3 (D) Sall. Cat. 28, 40; Cic. Cat. I. 2, 5; II. 8 ff.; pro Cael. lic. App. 
B.C. II. 2. Agreement in substance, but not in defaz/s. 

4 (D) Sall. 14, Antonium quem sibi collegam sferare?, has nothing in com- 
mon with the Greek except the verb; nor is the epigrammatic characterization 
of Antonius suggested by anything in the Latin. 

5 Ascon. Ped. zz toga cand. p. 88 ff. solus Cicero ex competitoribus eques- 
tri erat loco natus. Cicero attaches no importance to this, e.g. de leg. agr. 
I. 9, 27, equestri ortum loco consulem videt quae vitae via fact//ime viros 
bonos ad honorem . . . perducat, but boasts that he was elected as a homo 
novus. Cp. esp. de leg. agr. I]. 1, 3, me perlongo intervallo prope memoriae 
temporum nostrorum primum hominem novum consulem fecistis etc.; pro 
Mur. 8,17; pro Planc. 27, 67. 

6 de off. II. 23 ff.; in Pis. 2, 4; de leg. agr. II. 3, 8. 

7 The speech de proscriptorum filiis (Cic. in Pis. 2) followed the de lege 
agraria and the pro Rabirio, here omitted. Cp. Cic. ad Adz. II. 1, 3. 
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1 CE § 337, P. 74. 

2 oratt. III 2 Rullum de leg. agr.; Dio Cass. XXXVII. 25 f. I note the 
items which do not correspond with statements in these speeches. 

3 These provisions of the law are not found in the extant speeches. Cp. 
esp. de leg. agr. II. 7, 16 ff. 13, 33 ff. 

4 Neither of these is mentioned by Cicero. 

5 Slightly inaccurate. Gaul had fallen to the lot of Antonius, Macedonia 
to Cicero. The latter remained in Rome, and secured his province for Anto- 
nius, Gaul for Q. Metellus Celer. Cp. e.g. 2 Pis.2, 4f.; ad fam. VI. 2, 3; Dio 
Cass. XX XVII. 33. 

6 Refuted by de leg. agr. III. 1, 1, commodius fecissent tribuni plebis, si 
quae apud vos de me deferunt, ea coram potius me praesente dixissent . . . 
sed quoniam adhuc praesens certamen . . . fugerunt, nunc . . . in meam con- 
tionem prodeant et quo frovocati a me venire noluerunt, revocati saltem 
revertantur. 
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1 Plutarch’s authority, knowing that Cicero delivered a speech fro Othone 
in this year, erroneously connected it with the promulgation of Otho’s lex 
theatralis, four years previous (67 B.c.). See p. 37 76. 

2Tt has been supposed that this motive, not elsewhere attributed to the 
conspirators, was devised by Cicero, who in his AZemozrs desired to compliment 
Pompey. But this view is refuted by his cold reception of the long account of 
the Conspiracy which Cicero sent to him (see p. 88), for Cicero would hardly 
have been more complimentary to Pompey in a treatise intended for the 
general public than in a personal letter addressed to him. Cp. ad fam. V. 7, 3. 

3 (A) Sall.c. 26; Cic. 7 Cat. II. 8,20; Appian 2. C. II. 2; Dio XX XVII. 30, 4. 

4 (A) Sall. c. 26; Dio XX XVII. 29, 2. 

5 (A)zz Cat. III. 8, 18 f.; de div. J. 11, 17; II. 21, 47; Dio Cass. 
XXXVII. 9, I. 
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dcirvov émorodas drodidwaww 6 Ovpwpds, bd dy Tivos avOpurov Kope- 
Geicas ayvworov, dAdas GAAS erruyeypappe iT@e de Koa ( 
obeicas ayvwaTov, GAdas us éeyeypappevas, aiT@o pacow piav 
> , a td 2 x € EE ec y y ‘ ad 
adéamotov. “Hy povyv dvayvous 6 Kpdogos, ws eppale Ta ypappara 
, , \ y , \ , ~ ’ e 
povov yevnoouevoy Todi bia Karidiva Kat rapyver tTHS TOAEWS teé- 
~ » @ 
eOeiy, Tas dAAas odk EAvGEV, GAN’ Hrev EvOLS mpds TOV Kiképwva rAnYyeEls 
eas a a yy A > 7 > , a» N , am 
tro Tod Sevod Kal TL THS aitias droAvomevos, yv eoxe Sid firiav Tod 
, Bye pe , yg > © F N , 
Kaririva. Bovdevoduevos otv 6 Kixepwv du yuepa Bovdny ovvyyaye, 
ft i > 
Kat Tas émutToAas Kopicas arédwkey ols Hoav erecradpevar, KeAevoas 
an > a la oe bi € - 2 LS / 
pavepds dvayvavat. Goat 8 joav dpolws ériBovdjy ppdlovoa. 


1 = novarum rerum cupidi. See p. 37. 

2 (A) Cic. pro Mur. 25, 51 ff. duo corpora esse rei publicae: unum debile 
infirmo capite, alterum firmum sine capite; huic si ita de se meritum esset, 
caput se vivo non defuturum. 


3 (A) Cic. Le.; pro Su//. 18, 51; Sall. c. 26 (very brief); Dio XX XVII, 29, 


3, Tovs Te emirndelous ovveriyaye Tapeckevacuevous apidvar of . . . Kal Oadpaxa 
. . . rd pev Thy écO7Ta, wapadalywy Se adroyv ékeriryoes, évedicaTo . . . b TE 
duos dewGs tyavderyce . . . Kal ovrws Umarol re repo. ypeOncar. 


4 (D) Sall. c. 48 knows nothing of this nocturnal visit, but mentions the 
name of the informer (Tarquinius), and is at pains to exculpate Crassus of any 
complicity in the plot. 
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, ’ 2 + e n 
mpdypata, defapevous 8 éxeivous ws emioravra diouxely Kal odley THv 
, pga 
modu. Todro & ob woAAdxus, GAN’ drav te péya Selon, rorely clwOev F 
ovyKdyTOs.” 
> \ ‘ ¥ ®. 
XVI. “Enel 88 ravrnv AaBwv rHv eovotay 6 Kixépwov ra pov ew 
4 he tog 
apaypata Koivrm Meréd\aw dueriotevoe, rv 88 modu elxe did yerpds ? 
a er: , : Be x 
Kat Kad iepav mponer Sopupopovpevos tr dvdpSv TocovTwv Td rAHO0s, 
@ a ms ne: a 
GoTe THS dyopas TOAD €pos Karéxe éuBadAovTos avTod rods wapamép- 
} . ns 
TovTas, OvKEeTL KapTepav THY wéAAnoW 6 KariAivas airos pev exayday 
y 
éyvw mpos Tov MadAov emt 76 orparevpa, Mapkiov dé Kai KeOynyov* éxe- 
, , e 
Aevoe Eihy AaBdvras eAOeiv eri Tas Oipas ewOev ws doracop€vovs TOY 
, \ a lal 
Kixépwra kat Siaxpjoacbar tpoorecdvtas. Totro PovAPia,® yuvy trav 
n , n A 
emipavav, EayyedAae TE Kixepwn, vuxrds eAOodoa xat diaxedevoapevn 
gprddrrecOat Tovs wept tov KeOyyov. O88 xov dp fucpa, Kal KwAv- 
Oates civeNOetv Wyavaxtovy Kal KareBdwv eri Oipais, HoTE bromTSTEpoL 
yever Oa. 
. A 
TIpocAOav & 6 Kixépwv éxdder tHv odvykAntov cis TO TOU Sryoiov 
Awds tepdv, Gv Srdropa ‘Pwpator kadodow, idpupevov év dpxy THs lepa 
pov, ov pa ‘Poy , Bpupévov ev apxy rijs iepas 
ean e : a ae 
6000 mpos 76 Iladdriov dvdvrwv. “Evratéa xal rod Karidiva pera 
no» > , € > L , N sO \ ee 
Tov dAXwv éXOovTos ws dtodoynoopevov, cvyKabioa: pev oddets iméneve 
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7 an a (Nov. 8) 
THs modews dmadAdrrecOau-’ deiv yap adrod pev Adyous, éxetvou & 


1 According to * Sall. c. 30 L. Saenius, a senator, gave this information. 
The chronological sequence of events in Sallust and Plutarch is also different. 
Cp. Sibinga lc. 97-112. 

. 2 (A) Cic. 2 Cat. I. 2, 4; Sall.c. 29; Dio XXXVII. 31, 2; Liv. Perioch. 
109; Caes. B. CLI. 5. 

8 (A) Cic. ad fam. V. 2, 1, mihi tecum ita dispertitum officium fuisse in rei 
publicae salute retinenda, ut ego urbem a domesticis insidiis . . . tu Italiam 
et ab armatis hostibus et ab occulta coniuratione defenderes. 

(D) * Sall. c. 30; App. &. C. I. 3. 

4 (D) * Cic. 7 Cat. I. 4, 9; pro Sull. 6, 18. 19, 53; Sall.c. 28; App. B.C. 
II. 3; Dio XXXVII. 32. 

5 (D) * Cic. 72 Cat. 1.c.; Sall. l.c.; App. l.c. 

6 (A) im Cat. I. 7, 16; II. 6, 12; Sall.c. 31 C. dissimulandi causa aut sui 
expurgandi . . . in senatum venit etc. 

7 (A) ia Cat. I. 5, 10. 9, 235 TE 1, 15 III. 1, 3; 2 Pis. 2, 5; but Dio 
XXXVIL. 33 4 yepovela rav K. peracrijva eyngicaro. 


Nov. 9 
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, a y Lo , 7 a , a / N 
mores dvareiOwy Kal adpiotds, WaTE TOD TOAEMOU havEepov yeyovoTos TOY 
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XVII. Tots 8 trorapOevtas ev tH ToAK Tov SiefOappevwy bd 
rod Karwdiva ovvipye Kal rapeOdppvve Kopynduos Aevtdos Sovpas emt 
: 
kAyowv, avip yevous pev évddEov, BeBiwxws 5& pavdws Kal di’ doedryeav 
2¢ t ~ a , ig be lal s, 5 s € 
eLeAndapevos THs BovdAjs mporepov, Tore 5€ oTparynyav TO SevTeEpov, ws 
» 2 + ~ 2 Ls PN s f & ‘ LS cad 
€O0s éori trois e€ brapyns dvaxtwpevors TO Bovdevtixoy a€iwpa. 
39. Adyerar O€ Kal THY érikdyow aitd yevéoOar Tov Sovpav ef 
aitias Towatrys. “Ev roils cata SvAAav xpdvors Tapievwy cvyva Tov 
, , > A % 5 , 6. - a Se. cal 
Sypociwy ypypatav drwAece Kai duepOepev. “Ayavaxrodytos d€ Tov 
>y SAX x x , 3 a a lal NX 4 Aba bX. , 
vAAa Kal Adyov admaLtotvTos évy TH TvYKANTH, TpOEADWY 6ALywpus 
, 5 Bk i Ree p ; Oc 
mavy Kal Katappovytikas Adyov pev odk Ey Siddvat, wapéxey b€ THV 
KvnpnV, woTEep ciwbecav of raides, OTav ev TH ohatpiley dudpTworr. 
°Ex tovtov Sovpas wapwvoudcby-’ covpay yap ot “Pwpatoe ty Kyyuny 
A€yovar. 
Tlddw 8¢ Séknv éywv kat diapOeipas éviovs trav Sixacray, éret Svct 
VEX p 
, 3 ‘ ‘ y ¥ # ‘ £ a 
povas drépuye Yypos, Epy mapavddAwua yeyovévar TO Oatépw KpiTy 
do0ev- dpxeiy yap ei Kat pud Wydw povov dmedvOn. 
‘Totrov dvra tH pice. ToLovTov KeKivymevoy br Tod Karidtva mpoo- 
diepOerpav Arion Kevais Wevdouavreas Kal yontes én TeTAacpéva. Kai 
\ ” € > a , 6 a e D 
Xenopovs ddovres, ws éx Tov Bw Bvddrgctwv" rpodyroivras ecipappevous 
= aoe , = , ® , . oo» 
civat TH Papn Kopvydious tpeis wovdpxous, dv dvo pev non mwemAypw- 
kévat 70 Xpewy, Kivvay re kat SvAAav, Tpirw € AourGd Kopvydtw exeivw 
dépovta THY povapxiav yKew Tov Saipova, Kal Sly ravTws déxecOau Kat 
py Siapbeipev pédrovra Tovs Katpovs Wamep Karidrtvas.’ 


lin Cat. I. 5, 10, magno me metu liberabis, dummodo inter me atque te 
murus intersit (and similarly 2 Caz. I. 7, 16); but the antithesis (Adyors . . . draws) 
is not found in the Ciceronian passages. 

2% (D) zn Cat. II. 2, 4, parum comitatus; 12, 27; Sall. c. 32, cum paucis. 
Plutarch throughout identifies the first and second Catilinian speeches ! 

3 (A) App. B. C. II. 3; Dio XXXVIL. 33. 

4 (A) Cic. pro Mur. 39, 84; i Cat. II. 5, 11; Sall.c. 36; Dio XX XVII. 33, 3. 

5 The apocryphal character of the story is made evident by the fact that 
the name Sura occurs much earlier, e.g. Liv. XXII. 31 (217 B.c.). 

® The same oracle is recorded in Cic. 7 Caz. III. 4, 9; Sall. c. 47; Liv. 
Perioch. 102; Vell. Pat. II. 34; App. 2. C. II. 2; Florus IV. 1,8, and alluded 
to by Dio XX XVII. 34. 

* Perhaps a reference to the first Catilinian conspiracy. 
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25 Qn ve , V3 6 4 10 3 Se 7 
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9 TY 9 p 
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1 Cf. § 35%. This statement is also found only here. Both passages point 
to an authority very friendly to Pompey as the z/¢/mate source of the narra- 
tive, possibly Livy. 

2% (D) Cic. zz Cat. III: 4, 10, Lentulo et aliis Saturnalibus caedem fieri 
atque urbem incendi placeret, Cethego nimium id longum videretur; 7, 17. 

3° (D) 2 Caz. III. 5, 10, Cethegus qui paulo ante aliquid tamen de gladzis et 
sicis quae apud ipsum erant deprehensa, respondisset . . . se semper bonorum 
ferramentorum studiosum fuisse; 3, 8. There is nothing corresponding to 
this in Sall. 

4 (D) * 2 Cat. I. 4,9; III. 4, 8. 6, 14; pro Sud/. 18, 52 £.; Sall. 43; App. B. C. 
II.3; Dio XXXVII. 34, 1, xarampfoal re 7d dorv (a corrupt passage). 

5 This detail is found only here. 

6 The Allobrogian incident is related by Cic. zz Cat. III. 2, 4-5, 13; Sall. 
c. 40-47; App. B. C. Il. 4. The coincidences are mostly quite unavoidable, 
and, in any case, completely neutralized by divergences in details. 

7 Their number is not elsewhere recorded. 

8 (A) Cic. Caé. III. 2, 4; Sall. c. 40 is very circumstantial, but the revolt of 
Gaul is not a part of the plan. 

9 Cic. l.c., but not in Sallust. 

19 (D) No such promise is mentioned by Cic. or Sall., but perhaps implied 
in Cat. III. 9, 22. 

11 (D) Cic. lc. III. 4, 8, se habere ad Catilinam mandata et litteras, ut 

servorum praesidio uteretur, ut ad urbem .. . cum exercitu accederet. This 


Dec. 3 


in Cat. 
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41. "Hédn 8 éorépas ovons kal Tod dypov mepievovtos aOpdov, 


Tit hg 4 , % - » cal an me \ 
(Dec. 3) TpoEAOWY 6 Kixépwy, cal ppdoas Td wpaypa Tois woXTas Kal mpomep- 


Peis, tapyrOev eis oixiav Pirov yervidvTos,® 


is followed by details which Plut. had given earlier (§ 39 oracle, § 40 burning 
of the city), Lentulus being there represented as acting independently. In 
Cic. and Sall. c. 44 these facts are stated as the confession of Volturcius, in 
Plut. the latter’s evidence is associated only with the exposure of Lentulus. 

1* (D) Cic. Lc. 7: Volturcius ; Sallust: 7. Volturcium guendam Crotoniensem ; 
Appian: BovArovpxiov dvipa Kporwudrynv; Florus: Volturcius. The name 
given by Plut. is, therefore, not based upon Cic. or Sallust. 

2 * (D) This is also completely at variance with Cic. l.c. and Sall. c. 41 (and 
Appian). According to the latter, moreover, the ambassadors reveal the plot 
to Q. Fabius Sanga, who in turn informs Cicero, but Sanga is not mentioned 
either in Cic. or in Plutarch. 

8 (D) According to Cic. Caz. III. 3, 7, he opened the letters in the presence 
of witnesses Jefore submitting them to the Senate. 

4 These details are not mentioned elsewhere. ; 

5 * Agrees with Cic. Cas. III. 3, 6. 5, 10 except as to the veoOyxrous drdcas. 

6 (D) See p. 22. 

7 (D) * Sall. c. 47 Lentulus itemque ceteri in liberis custodiis habeantur. 
Five custodians are mentioned, but there is no praetor among them ! 

8 This fact is not elsewhere mentioned. 
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2 . oo» 3 
Evvev €7l TOUS avdpas 


1 On this prodigy and the deliberations of Cicero, see p. 18. The latter 
are attributed to him by Sall. c. 46 on the eve of the exposure, and he ignores 
the alleged portent: anxius erat, dubitans, in maxumo scelere tantis civibus 
deprehensis, quid facto opus esset; poenam illorum sibi oneri, impunitatem 
perdundae rei publicae fore credebat. lgitur confirmato animo vocari ad sese 
iubet Lentulum etc. Sallust does not state the reason for this ‘confirmatio 
animi.’ Did he perhaps have in mind the alleged omen? If so, his well- 
known radical views on the subject of prodigia might have been the cause for 
not mentioning it. 

2 Wherever this remark may have been made, it cannot have occurred in 
the iréurnua ris vrarelas for the reasons given on p.19f. Hence the entire 
story cannot have been taken by Plut. from this source. 

3 (D) On the other hand, Cicero (7 Cat. IV. 2, 3) says she was exani- 


mata. 


Dec. 5 
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GAGvat Stexpvyor Tov dvdpa. Tives d€ fact’ wapideiv éxdvra Kat 
a oe , , A Sedat atte On 
Tapadireiy thy Kat? éxeivou pyvvow PoBw tov Pilwv abtov Kal Tis 
e n 2 ji 
duvdpews* wavTl yap elvat mpodndov, OTe paddAov av éxeivor yevowTo 
" é - x o 2 y , 
mpooOyxn Katoapt owrypias 7 Kaioap éxefvous xoAacews. 
> ‘ 2 mm. a 
47. XXI. “Emel & oby  yvoun mepupdrOev eis aitdv, dvaoras 
3 , ‘ 6. a ‘ wn ny * % * EA - ‘a ny # 
arepyvato py Gavarodv tovs avdpas, GAAG Tas ovalas Elva Onpootas, 
> x ie Ld Oe * ks a id | a a av 5 cal K # = 
avtovs 8 dmraxOevras eis todas THs “Itadias, ds dv Soxy Kixépwrr, 
cag BY - cal rf 4 
typetcOar Sedeuevovs, dpe av ov KatarodeunOy Karidivas.® Ovens dé 


1 This is not confirmed by any extant utterances of Cicero and may have 
been based upon the de petitione consulatus. 

2Cp. Plut. An seni sit ger. 27 Kixépwv ards w modoyer Ta KddANCTA Kal 
péyiora THv cupBovrevpdtwv ois dpb&s éevuTatrevwy Thy marplda Si€owte pera 
Tlordlov Neydlov rot gpidocbpou cuvbeivar. This exaggerated eulogy of one of 
Cicero’s collaborators in crushing the conspiracy is quite un-Ciceronian. Cp. ad 
fam. (ad Nigidium) IV. 13, 2, per me quondam te socio defensa res publica. 
The second-hand character of the passage seems indicated by the zmperfect. 


3 Cp. Cic. zz Cat. IV; Sall. c. 50-52; Vell. Pat. II. 35, 1; Plut. Cat. 
Ain. 22; App. B.C. Il. 5f.; Dio XN XVII. 35 f.; Florus IV. 1, 10. 
Cp. ps 23: 


5 Cp. Suet. Caes. 9, Cicero in quadam ad Axium epistola referens, Cae- 
sarem in consulatu confirmasse regnum de quo aedilis cogitarat. 

6 Sall. c. 49 defends Cesar against the charge. It is repeated by Plut. 
Crass. 15; and Suet. Caes. 9 (the first conspiracy). 14. 7 (A) Plut. Caes. 7. 

8 This is not expressly mentioned in Cic. or Sall. but in App. ZB. C. II. 6. 
On the other hand, they record some parts of Caesar’s motion not found in 
Plutarch. 

9 (A) App. &. C. IL. 6 wéxpe Karidiva kararoneunbévros. 

(D) Cic. Cat. IV vincula .. . et ea sempiterna etc.; Sall. c. 51 in vinculis 

habendos per municipia quae maxime opibus valent, neu quis de his postea 
ad senatum referat etc. 
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THS yvouns emekods Kat Tod A€yovtos cimctv Suvarwrdrov, poriy 5 
Kixépor mpooeOyxev ob puxpdv. Adtos te yap dvacras évexe/pyoer eis 
ExdrTEpov, TA mev TH Tporépa, Ta be TH yveuy Kaicapos cvverrwy, of re 
irow mavres oiduevor TH Kixepwn oupdepev thy Kaicapos yvwpny 
(jtrov yap év airias éocoOar py Oavarwcavta Tovs dvépas) ypodvro THv 
Sevtépay wGAAov yvomyy,' Gore Kal Tov SAavdv adOis pera Badrddpevov 
mopateioa Kat A€yety, Ws od adTos elor OavaTiKHy yvopnv: eoxarny 
yop dvdpt Bovrevty “Pwpatwy eivar Sikyy 1d Seopwrrprov.” Eipnuévys 
8& Tis yvwouns mpSros dytéxpovoey aibry Kérdos Aovrdrios:? era 
deEdpevos Karwv, xat rh Adyw cPodpds cuverepeicas ext rov Kaioapa 
THY drdvoay,* évérAnoe Ovpod Kal Ppovyipatos THY ovyKAyTOV, doTE 
Odvarov Kataynpicacba rev dvdpav.® 

48. [lepi dé Sypevoews ypnudtwv évicrato Kaioap, oik déiav ré 
girdvOpwra tis éavtod yvduns éxBaddvras evi xpjoacba TO oKv- 
Opwrordro. BuaLopevwv 88 roAAGy erexadrdito Tovs Sypdpyous. Oi 8 
ox tryKovoy, GAG Kixépwv ards évdots avixe tiv epi Snpevoews 
yvounv. 

49. XXII. “Eyspe dé pera tis Bovdyjs eri tovs dvdpas. Oi év 
taiT@ dé mdvres Hoav, dddos 8 dddov epvrAaTTe TOv oTparyyav.’ Kal 
mpOtov éx Iladatiov rapakaBwv tov AdvtAov Hye® bud THs tepas 630d 
kal THs ayopas péons, Tv pey Pyepovixwtaray avdpOv KKAW TepLeoTeEt- 
papéevwy Kal dopypopotvrwr,® Tod dé Sypov ppirrovros ra Spdpeva. Kat 
TapiovTos ciwmy, padtoTa O€ TaV véewv, womep lepots TLL TaTptors 
GpistoKkpatikns Tivos eovoias TeAcicOar pera PoBov Kat OayBovs 
Soxovvtwv. AreABwy S& rv ayopay Kal yevouevos pds TO Serpwrypiv 


1 (D) This passage shows that Plut. never read the 4th Catilinian. 

2 As the original could have left no doubt as to his meaning (cp. Sall. 
c. 51), this quibble cannot be authentic. It is again mentioned in Plut. Caz. 
Min. 22 and in Suet. Caes. 14, tantum metum iniecit asperiora suadentibus . . . 
ut Decimum Silanum . . . non piguerit sententiam suam .. . interpretatione 
lenire velut gravius atque ipse sensisset exceptam. Here, as in § 465, Plutarch 
and Suetonius are the ov/y authorities for these details. According to Sall. 
c. 50, Silanus merely changed his vote permotus oratione C. Caesaris. 

3 He is mentioned at the head of a long list of men who advocated the 
death penalty before Cato. Cp. Cic. ad Av. XII. 21, 1. 

4So App. B. C. lc. capds dvaxadtirrwv Thy és Tov Kaloapa tropiay. 

5 Cp. ad Adz. l.c.; Sall. c. 53; Suet. Caes. 14. 

6 This incident is related only in Plutarch. 

7 The same error as in § 407,p. 82. Sall.c. 55 says that the condemned 
conspirators, with the exception of Lentulus, were taken to prison per prae- 
tores, but App. B. C. II. 6 &kaorov atray 6 Kixépwy és 7d decuwrnpiov uerayaywv. 

8 Sall. l.c. ipse, praesidiis dispositis, in carcerem deducit. § 


in Cat. 


(Lec 5) 
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‘ p Be deph pen 
mapédwxe Tov AevtAov TO Spi Kat mpocéragey dverciv: «if? é&qs Tov 
KOnyor, Kal ovTw TOV GAAwY ExacTov seers yee Grr éxreuvey. 

“Opay dé roAXovs ere THS TvVWpOoTIas ev dyops cuveoT tas dOpdous 
Kat THY pev mpasiv a&yvoodvtas, THY O& VUKTAa TpoTpEvovTas, ws eTL CovTwY 
ee is \ , > a s t x > , 
tov avdpav Kal dvvapevuv eapracOnva, POeyEduevos péya mpos aitovs 
“"Eénoav” eev.t Ovrw 8 “Pwuaiwy ot dvodypetv oy BovdAcpevor Td 
teOvavar ean onete, 
"Hon & hv éomépa, kat bv dyopas dvéBarvev eis yy oikiay, odKere cuore 
Tov TOALTOY Ode TAkeL TpOTELTOVTWY aiToV, GAAG Pwvais Kal KpdToLS 
Wy a id a 
dexopevwv, Ka ovs yevorto, cwripa Kal Kxtiotny dvaxadovvTwy THs 
matpidos.” Ta d& Para roAAG KaréAaume Tos oTEvwrovs, Aaprdd.a 
x lal € Fd ay ~ rs € be a 2 na Ta 
kal 6¢0as iordvrwy emt rats Ovpas. Ai S€ yuvatces ex Tov Teydv 
Ma | ee a ‘ r fal 2 x. € xX a fan > t Ld 
mpovaivoy emt Timp Kal Oa Tod dvdpds tro Tommy TOV adpictwv para 
ceuvas avidvTos* av of wA€ioToL TOACuOUS TE KaTELpyaopEvoL peydAous 
s x , 2 / | 3 lol *. ae 
kat 61a OpiduBwy civeAynrAakdres Kal mpooKeKTnevor yav Kal Oddarray 
ov ddlynv éBadiLov dvoporoyovpevor mpds GAAHAOUS, TOAAOIS pev TOV 
Tore Hyewovuv kal otpatnydv mAovTOU Kal Aadipuwv Kal duvdpews yapuw 
‘ x f 
épetrey Tov ‘Pwpaiwy Sjpov, dopadrcias b& kal cwrypias Evi povw Kixe 
a” 5 , \ a riba KG 3 > N N 
pw, TyALKOUTOV adeAOvTL Kat ToTOvTOY a’ToOv Kivduvoy.” Od yap Td 
Kwdtoa TA mpaTromeva Kal KoAdoaL TOs mpdTTovTas eddKer Oavpactoy, 
> , lal a big n~ 
GAN ote péytotov TGV mobroTE vewrepicpdy odTos eAaxioTos KaKots 
dvev ordcews Kal Tapaxns KatéoBece.* 


1 This graphic description is unquestionably of one piece and hence neces- 
sarily taken from one and the same authority, highly favorable to Cicero. But 
that this source was the Uréuvnpa, as is universally assumed, is refuted by 
€(noav, which clearly proves that Plutarch read the word vixerunt in a Latin 
narrative, in which he must also have found the explanation of the euphemism. 
That Appian, though he exhibits many noteworthy coincidences with Plutarch 
in these particular chapters, did not consult this biography or a common third 
source, is made evident by the words: ros év dyopg mapodedwv eoajuunnver, 6re 
redvaowr. 

2ad Att. IX. 10, 3, me quem nonnulli conservatorem istius urbis, quem 
parentem esse dixerunt; luv. VIII. 243 Roma parentem, Roma patrem patriae 
Ciceronem libera dixit; App. 2. C. II. 7 ét py dia orduaros Hv Kal cwrhp 
€dbxer mepipavds darodduuévy TH war plde yevérOar, xdpirés Te Foay alt@ mapa Thy 
éxxdnolay kal evdnulac moixlrar. 


3 Esp. zz Cat. IV. 10, 21, sit Scipio ille clarus... Paullus... Marius... 
Pompeius . . . erit inter horum laudes aliquid loci nostrae gloriae etc. 
4E.g. Cic. 7 Cat. III. 10, 23, erepti estis ex crudelissimo . . . interitu, 


erepti sine caede, sine sanguine, sine exercitu, sine dimicatione, togati me 
uno togato duce et imperatore vicistis. 6,15; pro Flacco 40, 102; Phil. X1V. 
8, 24. 
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& ~ bp 
50. Kal yap rov Karidivav of mieioto. T&v cuveppunKdtwv pds 
aitov dua TO mvOéoOa Ta wept AevrAov Kal KéOyyov éyxatadumovtes 


‘ a an 
1 kat pera TOV ouppepevyKdTaV aitd diaywricdpevos mpos 


¥ 
@xXOVTO* 
> j ; 
Avrwvoy aités te diepOapy Kal 7d orpardredov.” 
> > 
51. XXIII. O8 pay Gadd’ joay of tov Kixépwva mapecxevacpévor 
‘\ iy ‘4 ~ an a 
kal A€yew eri rodrous Kal rovely KaK@s, exovtes Pyewovas Tov eis TO 
, , és 
HéAXov dpxovtwy Kaicapa pev orparyyotvra, MéredXdov 8 Kat Byoriay 
3 a 3 Cn rr , x a t eos 
neapxovvras.® Ot thy apynv wapadaBovres, ett TOD Kixépwvos puepas 
ay 7 * > ” 8 a 2 a s + #4 fal 3 # 
éAiyas dpxovros, ovK ewy Snunyopely aitov, GAN strep Tav euBdrwv 
> 
BaOpa Oévres od rraplecay ob9 éérperov A€yetv, GAN’ éxedevoy, ei Bov- 
‘ lol a ra ~ 
Aoiro, povoy mepi THS apxXns aropdcavta KataPaivev. Kéxeivos émi 
¢ “ a ay 
TovTos ws dudcwy mponAGe: Kal yevowevys atta oiwrAs wpvuev od Tov 
, > 24 - s. * oe * \ ba ‘ ft 
marplov, GAN’ ididv Tia Kal KaLVOV OpKOV, | pyY TEecwKkévat THY TaTpiba 
> 
kat SuatrerypyKevar THY Hyepoviay. “Erdpvve 8 tov dpkov ait@ ovpmas 
6 Sypos.4 “Ed? ots ere paddov 6 te Kaioap of re Sjpapxou yaderai- 
. , “a A 
vovtes GAAas Te TH Kixepwm tapaxas eunyavavro, kal vdpos tr’ abray 
eioyyeto Kady Ilowrjiov pera tis oTpatias, ws 8) KaTaAvoovTa THY 
Kixépwvos duvacreiay.” 


1 (A) Sall. c. 57 postquam in castra nuntius pervenit . . . de Lentulo et 
Cethego ceterisque . . . supplicium sumptum, plerique quos ad bellum spes 
rapinarum aut novarum rerum studium illexerat, dilabuntur. Dio Cass. 
XXXVII. 39 eel 5€ exetvdy re drodwdbra éwvGeTo Kal TSv cuvdyTwy ol cuxvods 
peOoTrauevous 5a TOOT jadero etc. 

2 Sall. c. 57-61; App. B. C. I]. 7; Dio Cass. XX XVII. 39. 

3 (A) pro Sestio 5, 11, tribunorum plebis novorum, qui tum extremis 
diebus consulatus mei res eas quas gesseram vexare cupiebant, and Schol. 
Bob. ad loc. ; 

(D) Sall. c. 43 correctly speaks of the oppostion of Bestia at an earlier 
period: L. Bestia, tribunus plebis, contione habita, quereretur de actionibus 
Ciceronis etc. The two tribunes for 62 were Metellus and Cato (see below). 
Bestia was tribune in 63, and had nothing to do with the incident of the oath. 

(A) ad fam. V. 2, 6, quem (sc. Metellum) ego cum comperissem omnem sui 
tribunatus conatum in meam perniciem parare atque meditari. 

4ad fam. V. 2,7, cum ille (Metellus) mihi nihil, nisi ut iurarem, permit- 
teret, magna voce iuravi verissimum pulcherrimumque iusiurandum quod 
populus item magna voce me vere iurasse iuravit ; 2 Pis. 3, 6, cum in contione 
abiens magistratu dicere a zribuno pl. prohiberer quae constitueram, cumque 
is mihi tantum modo ut iurarem permitteret, sine ulla dubitatione iuravi rem 
publicam atque hanc urbem mea unius opera esse salvam, populus Romanus... 
meum iusiurandum . . . approbavit; de rep. I. 4,7; Dio XXXVIL. 38, 1. 

5 Plut. Cat. Min. 26f. This law is not mentioned elsewhere, nor do we 
hear of Czsar’s opposition to Cicero at this time (cf. Dio XX XVII. 11), but cp. 
pro Sull. 7, 21, hic ait se ille regnum meum ferre non posse . . . consulatus, 


Dec. 29 
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‘ a ta an 4 
"ANN fy Odedros péya TO Kixépwrr kal raoy TH woAE Synuapxev TOTE 
=a bat >» , 
Karwv kat rots éxetvwy zoditevpacw am ions pev eEovoias, peiCovos bé 
¥ if 
d0éns dvtitagadpevos. Ta te yap adda prdiws éXvoe, Kai THv Kuxeé- 
¢ = na , , , y \ 
pwvos trareiav ovtws Hpe TH Adyw peyaAnv Syunyopyocas, GoTE TYmas 
A 7 , 1 \ a , 
aitd Tov TamoTe peyiotas WydicacIa' Kat mpocayopedoar marépa 
‘s sf x 2 y 5 -~ a“ 6 ¥ & K , a 
matpioos. Ipwtw yap éxeivw doxet rotro xabumdpsat, Karwvos abtov 
” Ge ak IS , 2 
oUTus év ‘To Onpw TpocayopevoayTos. 
a , y a / bg ~ 
52. XXIV. Kal peyotov pev loxvoev év tH rode TdTE, TOAAOIS 
ae € x 2 + >? 25 Yo» A ra ny % " 
3 éripOovov éavrov éroinoey am’ ovdevds epyov rovnpod, TH O ératvety 
a * < a > ‘ c ‘* € x AA® 5 * Ov Bs 
dei kal peyadvvey adtos éavTov bd woAAGY SvoXEpatvopevos. OvTE yap 
x‘ »” on »” 5 , 7 vO. tal > = &. K OVE 
Bovdrny ovte Sypov ovte SixaoTHpiov Av cuvedAGelv, ev o py Karidtvavy 
eer Opvrovpevoy dxodoar Kat AévrAov.* 
a 1 ‘ 
"AAG Kai Ta BrBAta TerXevTOV KaTéTANTE Kal TA TVvYy- 
ie , 
ypdppata Tov éyKkwopiwy:* Kal rov Adyov HdioTov dvTa Kal xdpLY 
pa Fi ~ re o 
éxovra mrelot nv éraxOy Kal poptixoy éroince Tois axpowpévots,® worep 
am ; 
Twos det Knpds adTG THs andias TavTys Tpocovons. 
° , , , a 
"Opus 86, kaimep ovTws axpatw giAotipia ovvav, aaydAaKTO TOU 


a ee 6 3 , RN > An N . eon \ 5 ¢° 
pboveiy Etrépors,° APOovwtatos By év TO TOs TPO a’TOD Kal TOS Ka 


credo, mei etc.; 72 Vat. 9, 23, quinos . . . tyrannos vocas ; ad A?t. I. 16, Io, 
quousque, inquit (sc. Clodius), hunc regem feremus? 77 Cat. I. 9, 22. 11, 28. 

lad fam. (ad Catonem) XV. 4, II. 

2 Cp.§ 492; Plin. MZ. VII. 30, 31, Salve (M. Tulli) primus omnium parens 
patriae appellate. App. B.C. II. 7, Kdrwvos 5’ atrév xal marépa ris warpidos 
TpocayopevoarTos, éreBonoev 6 Ojuos. Kal doxel TroLy noe H edpnula amd Kixépw- 
vos dpéapévyn. According to Cic. pro Sest. 57, 121; 7 Pis. 3, 6, QO. Catulus 
bestowed the title upon him in the sezate. He nowhere mentions Cato in con- 
nection with it, nor does he say that he was the first who was so honored. Inpro 
Rab. 10, 27 it is applied to Marius, by Liv. I. 16 to Romulus, V. 49 to Camillus. 

3 (A) Brut. ad At. I. 17, 1, non omnibus horis iactamus Idus Martias, 
similiter atque ille Nonas Decembres suas in ore habet; * Sen. de brev. vit. 5, 1; 
Dio Cass. XX XVII. 38; XXXVI. 12. 

_ £ (A) See p. 39 and e.g. pro Sull. 9, 26. 11, 33. 29, 82; i Pis. 1, 3. 3,73 
Phil. U1. 5, 11; pro Flacco 40, 102; 7m Cat. III. 11, 26; IV. 10, 20ff.; ad 
Att. 1. 19,6; de dom. 35, 93- 

5 (A) Schol. Bob. fro Planc. p. 270 epistolam non mediocrem ad instar 
voluminis scriptam quam Pompeio in Asiam de rebus suis in consulatu gestis 
miserat Cicero, aliquanto, ut videbatur, insolentius scriptam ut Pompei stoma- 
chum non mediocriter commoveret quod quadam superbiore iactantia omnibus 
se gloriosis ducibus anteponeret. 

6 (A) Cic. Phil. X. 1, 1, declarasti . . . quod ego semper sensi neminem 
alterius qui suae confideret, virtuti invidere. 

(D) Tac. Déa/. 25 et ipsum Ciceronem credo solitos et invidere et livore 
.. . adfici. 
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®: ‘ yw 5 2 7 € > lal La ~ 4 
attov dvépas éykwpidley, os éx TOV Tvyypaupatov AaBetv ere. 
xX 2 aA 7 
TloAAG 8 abtod Kai dropvynpovevovatyv: otov rept Apiororédous, 
” , N yer 1 \ Yan r e 
OTL Xpvaotov moTapos ein péovTos,' Kal wept Tov TAatwvos diaddywr, ws 
a va * s a La a ‘é 
Tod Avds, ef Adyw xpyoOa wépuKev, oVTW Siadeyopévov.” Tov dé Ocd- 
eA a a 
ppactov ciwfer tpudyy idiav dmoxadetv.® Tepi 8€ rav Anuoobevovs 
, - if. - 
Adywv épwrnGeis, tiva SoKoin KaddeoTov elvat, Tov jéyioTov ize." 
, ‘ , a 
Katiro. ruvés tay mpoomoovpevuvy Sypoobeviley eripvovrar povy 
a , A , a a 
tod Kuixépwvos, qv mpds tia tov éraipwv 2OyKev év éemiotorR 
: 
; if n 
ypawas, énaxod tdv Adywv drovvordleyv tov Anpoobévyn-> trav 8 
8 xphrae wept 
a > , ‘ oo ‘ a tal 
70d dvdpos, Kal Ore wepi ots pddiota Tav iiwy éorovdace Adyuv, 


peyddov cal Oavpacray éraivwv, ots roAdaxod 


x oe . n 
tous kar’ “Avrwviov, Birduamixods émeypayev, duvypmovodac. 
Tadv 8 car airov évddEwv ard Adyou Kal codias odK 
» > 5 i a 2 2 iy 2 5 é , Xx Xr # x 
éoriv ovdets, ov odk éroinoev évdoEorepov 7 AEyYoV F 
ypadpwv edmevds rept éExdoTov. 
, a a ‘ 
Kpatinry S& TO Tepemarytixp duverpdéato pev “Pwpaiw yevéoOac 
% X £ m” ay 5 , be %. o ? iS , 
mapa Kaicapos apxovros dn, dierpdgaro dé rv e€ “Apeiov mayou 
Bovryy Yndicacba kai SenOvar pévery avrov év “AOyvars Kai diode 
~ c ~ 
yeorOar Tois véous Ws KoopotvTa Tiy OAL, 
"Emcotodal 5% mapa tot Kixépuwvos cict mpos “Hpaddny, 
o SS N N Caran ae , a , 
Erepar d€ Tpds TOY Vidy,' eyKedevopevov gppirocodely Kparirmy. 


45-44 
B.C. 


, 8e N es > , > 53 x \ 4 , 2 
Topytav € TOV pyTOPA GLTLWMEVOS ELS YOOVAS KQL TOTOUS TPOAyELV 


Td perpaxoy dmehavver THs TvVOVaias adTod.” 
a a © a 3 
Kai oxeddv atryn te TOv BAAnviKov pia kal devtépa mpos 
A , 

IléAora rév Buldyriov év épyy Tue yeypamta, Tov wey Topyiar® 
a 3 a s 2 
abtod mpooynkovTws émiKdrTovTos, eirep Hv paddAos Kal dxdAacTos, H7TEp 

2 , +. XX ‘ , la \ lal 
dda, mods S€ Tov TéAowa puxpoAoyoujevov Kal pepirporpovvTos 


1 (A) Cic. Acad. Prior II. 38, 119, veniet flumen orationis aureum fundens 
Aristoteles. 

2 (A) Cic. Brut. 31, 121, lovem sic, aiunt philosophi, si Graece loquatur, loqui. 

3 Not found among the extant references to Theophrastus in Cicero. 

4 (D) Plin. Zpzs¢. I. 20 applies this to Cicero himself: cuius oratio optima 
Jertur esse quae maxima. F 

5 Cp. p. 4o and Quint. XII. 1, 22, neque ipsi Ciceroni D. videtur satis esse 
perfectus quem dormitare interdum dicit; Cic. Orat. 29, 104, ut usque eo. . . 
morosi simus ut nobis non satisfaciat ipse Demosthenes. 

6 E.g. Brut. 9, 36. 37-84; Orat. 2.7. 26. 31. 70; de opt. gen.2.5; Tusc. Disp. 
V. 36; ad Att, XV.1 Db. 

7 (A) Not extant, but cp. ad fam. XII. 16 (Trebonius ad Cic.); NVI. 21, 3 ff. 
(Cic. M. F. ad Tironem). 

8 (A) ad fam. XVI. 21, 6, omnia postposui, dummodo praeceptis patris 
parerem, dcappjdny enim scripserat, ut eum dimitterem statim. 
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” ’ , 7 > a ‘\ # \ , 
womep dpedyoavTa Tiyuds Twas ad’T@ Kal Whdicpata Tapa Brlavtiwv 
yever Oa. 
7 A , i 
XXV. Tatra re 57 dtAdtipa, Kal Td modAakis Eéraipomevov TOU 
fal he 
Aoyou TH SevoryTe TO Tpérov TpoterOa. 
53 M ¥. ‘ , Ld ec > ‘ x Ou 
: ovvatiw pev yap rote auvvyyopycas, ws dropuyywv THy diKnv 
oe i a ¢ im > 
éxeivos ediwKev étatpoy airot SaPivov, ovrw A€yeTar TpoTeceiv br 
> ne Z 7 > > on MY ON 2? > , <9 OY, 
épyns 6 Kixépwr, aor’ eizetv: “3d yap éxeivyy, & Movvdrie, tiv dixny 
> 4 % id > 2? aA \ , s \ aon rs 
arépuyes 81a cavtdv, ovk éuot Todd oKdTos ev duti TH dixacTyplw 
meptxéaytos ; "+ 
rae ‘ ci > , > bs a , > 4 ~ 
Mdpxov d& Kpdoooy éyxwpialwv ard Tod Byyatos einuéepyoe, Kat 
O Sad 30 2) /, So00 524: € 2 nm 5 “OZ N 
peP Hucpas adOis ddrlyas AovdopGv aiTov, ws éxetvos eimev, b yap 
2 06 , 2X con [ees « 29 6 yoy za 2 us 
évrav0a mpwynv aitos yas eryves: Nai,” nov, “ wer€rns evexev 
* x 4 * , € co ” 
yopvalwv tov doyov eis havAny imdGeor. 
in ‘ 
Eimdvros 8€ rote rod Kpdooov pndeva Kpdooov év “Papyn BeBiwxevar 
# eg i 70’ 7 r) , N ? “ , Oe 
pakporepov é€nxovraerias, 0” VaTepov apvovjévov Kat A€yovTos, “Ti 
x a? ” e 
av éy rabuv Totr’ erov;” Hides,” py, ““Pwpatovs yd€ws dxovco- 
a 
Mévovs Kal dua Tovr’ edypaywyes.” 
hg? a - Gen 
ApéoxecOar 8& rod Kpaooov tots Srwikois pyoavros, ott tAOVoLOV 
iy Nts 66 2 ry “cr N a ns ra , bal 
etvat TOV Gyabov azrodatvovary, “Opa, un wadAov,”’ eizev, “ OTL TaVTa, TOD 
m . 
copod déyovowy eva.” AreBadrrero 8 eis Pirapyvpiav 6 Kpacoos. 
"Bare 88 rod , = Sov 6 & Ag? ‘ ae 
met 6€ To Kpdooov trav raidwy 6 érepos “Agim ivi dox@v dpotos 
* x PY x s kag \ , & X ee a? ‘4 
ctvak Rak moh motinD my He pU mpootpiBouevos aicypav émt ro “Akio 
diaBorAny evdoxiunoe Adyov ev Bovrg dedOuv, apurytels 6 Riredaaiv. Te 
gaiverar [adra, | “Assos,” etre, " Mpairoos 
XXXVI. MéAdwv 6 Kpaooos cis Supiay draipev éBovdeto tov Kixe 
a a x > 
pwva padrov aire pidrov 7» éxOpov eivar: Kal pidoppovoripevos epy 
# a > » tal > _ e ¥. E > 4 
BovrcecOa Serrvpca rap aitd: Kaxeivos tredearo tpofiuws. *OALyats 
29 S 
& vorepov jyépas wept Bariviov didwv twov evtvyyavovtwy ws 
pvopevov Siarvces Kal diriav (jv yap exOpds), “Od Syzov kal Bari- 
e > 
mos,” ere, ‘‘Seemvnca Tap éuot Bovdera;” IIpos pév otv Kpdooov 
ToLovTOS.” 
os gy iy ry A n 
Airov 8 tov Barinov éxovra xoupdbas év TS TpaxnAw Kal A€yovTa 


> > 
5 *Akovoas 8 ére réOvyKev, era 


Sixny oidotvra fytopa mpocetrer. 

1 (D) Quint. II. 17, Cicero se tenebras offudisse zz causa Cluentii gloriatus 
est. Such divergences (see below p. 913), the vagueness of @y rim dlky (three 
times), the censorious object which these witticisms are made to subserve (§ 54), 
and the fact that not one of them is found in Cicero’s extant writings, seem to 
me to preclude Tiro’s de tocis Ciceronis as Plutarch’s source for c. 25-27. 
Cp. p. 357. 

? On Cicero’s relations to Crassus and Vatinius see ad fam.I.9, 19 f. V. 19 f. 

3 (A) See above § 32. 
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a Ld 2 few nw 

Hy 8€ tus "Oxraovios airiav éxwv éx ArBins yeyovéva: mpds TovTov 
» 37 , S Kike S23 , « eas Pe) ” 
év ruve dixy r€yovra TOD Kixépwvos py eEaxoverv, “Kal phy otk exes, 
ele, ‘76 ods atpU¥mntov.””” 

MeréAdov 8& Nérwros eiovros, é7t TAclovas KaTapapTupoy avy pyKev 
By n , Ono hova eee “es a Oiled aNe, x 
 Tvvnyopav cécwxer, woroya yap,” epy, “ rictews év uot mA€ov 7 
SeuvdtyTos €lvat.” 
Neavioxov S€ tuvos airiay éxovros ev wAakodyTe pappakoy TH TaTpt 
f bd ‘ ‘a ov ’ \ , 
SeSwxévac Opacvvopevov kal A€yovTos, Ste owdopyoe. Tov Kuxépwva, 
an an a x cal 
“Todo,” edn, “mapa cod BovAopat madAov 7 mAakodyta.” 
TlorAdov 8& Syoriov ovvyyopov pev adrov év tive diKy mapada- 
, ee FF 2 a be id , , \ x , 
Bovros pe? Exépwr, abrod dé mavta Bovdouevov A€yew Kai pydevi waprevros 
cimeiv, &s SnAos Hv ddteuevos id THv SixacTov Hdy THs Wypov pepouerys 
bs bs ine eit ; 
“Xp orpepov”, by, “TO xarpG, Spore’ pwéAeasydap abprov Susrys eva.” 
, ¥ lol i fol 
TiérAov 8 Kovortav vopixdy etvar Bovdcpevoy, dvta 8° éuaby Kat advy, 
mpds Twa dikny éxddeoe pdptupa. Toi Sé pndév eidévar Paoovtos, “” lows,” 
ey, “ Soxeis rept TOV voutKOv epwrdc ba.” 

MeréAAov 8 Nérwros év diahopd Tit ToAAGKIS A€yorTos, “ Tis God mats 
eorw; ” 6 Kixépwv, “ Soi tavryy,” by, “Tiv drdéxpiow y watyp xaderw- 
, Son ok BS B ard ¢ , > 3 Né Pan 
répav éroincev.” "Eddxer 8° dxodactos @ pytnp <ivas Tod Nérwros, avros 

> > * 
8€ tus edbpera Boros. 
ba } 
Kai wore tiv Snpapxiav arokuriy dpvw mpos Lopmyiov eférAevoer eis 
A a a7 
Supiay, cir’ éxeibev éravprOey ddoywrepov. Oaipas 8¢ BiAaypov ® rov Kaby- 

mar ‘ oe i oe , r8. Kal é 

yqriv empedcorepoy éréotysey airod TH Tadp Kopaxa AcOrvov. a 6 

\ 
Kixépwy “ Todr’,” én, “ copurepov ees mérecOan yap oe padAdov 7) 
deyew 28/Saev.” 

*Exret 8 Mapxos "Ammuos €v Tevet biky mpoopund dpevos etre pidov abrov 
bede90O mapaoxelv erysedecay KIL dover Kat miatw, “EHi@’ ovtws,’ 
hy, « ordnpods yéyovas dvOpwros, date pndty ék TosotTwv dy irHoaTo 
diros Tapacxety ;’ 

54. XXVII. To per ody apes éxpors 7 4 dvTi8ixovs ee ade xpHoBau 
muxporépois Soxel pyTopiKov elvan: TO 8° ois eruye mpooKpove eveKa. TOU 


1 For two similar jests of Cicero, cp. Quint. VI. 3, 68. 84. 
2 (A) Macrob. Satur. VII. 3,7; Plut. Symp. 2, 4. 
3 In Plut. Apophth. 7, Diodotus takes the place of Philagrus. 
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yedoiou roAd owipye pisos aird. Tpdpw 8& cat tovtwy éddr(XLya.} 
ey ” 
Madpxov ’Axvivov éxovta duo yapBpois puyddas “Adpacroy éxdAct. 
we Xx La xX mW 3 7 , * ae © 
Aevxiov 8 Korra tysntixny éxovros dpyyv, piroworarov 8° dvtos, trra- 
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vowe myo.” 
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wxwoviw 6 aravTnoas adyovtTe <0 EavtTov Tpels dyop as Ovyarépas 
avepbeyEaro, 
“ PorBov or’ otk eOvTos eomeipey TEKva.” 
, a , : a E 
Mapkxov 6& TeAAlov Soxodvros obk é& éAevBépwv yeyovevat, Aaumpa dé TH 
a *% ia 2 ‘ x * Si ¥ 6c %. 6 se 
puvy Kol peyadAy ypapyata mpos THY ovyKAnToY eavayvovTos, “My davpd- 
Cere,” ele, “Kal airos eis eote TOV dvarepuvynKdTwv.” 
Ered 8¢ Patoros 6 SvAAa Tod povapyyoavros év ‘Padyy Kai woAXors eri 
\ a 
Oavatw mpoypaavros év davelos yevduevos Kal Todd THs ovcias StacTa- 
# > Ft Le 7 my a > a ‘ sd - of 
Onoas arrapt.ov rpoéypae, TavTHV Ey UAAAOY aiTo THY Tpoypadiy GpéoKE 
, 
Thy TaTpway. 
55. XXVIII. ’Ex rovrwy éyivero roAXois éraybrjs 
‘ 3 ‘ OL x a. & *_* 2 pA my ’ 2 
kat of peta KXwdiov cvvéotnoay ér attov apxnv totrnv daBevres. 
s x 4 fal a € - r A 4 
Hy KaAwdios dvjp edyevis, TH pev HArkia véos, TG Oe Ppovypare Opacis Kat 
2a a ah 2 \ 
avOadys. Obros? époy Tloumryias tis Kaioapos yvvaxos eis THv oiKtav 
abrot mapacHrGe kpiba, AaBwv éoOyTa Kat oxevyv Wadrrpias.t eOvov yap 
ai ywvaikes THv dmoppytov exeivyy Kat aBéarov dvdpdou Ovoiay ev TH Tod 
a > 
Kaicapos oixia, kai mapyy avpp ovdeis: dAAG petpdxiov Ov ére Kal pyTw 
la , iJ a z na 
yevady 6 KAwédios nAmile AjoerOar diadds pos THY Tloumyiay pera Tov 
cal e 8 | ed 6 * >? , > ~ a , 
yuvakav. ‘Os 8° cioAGe vuxros cis oixiav peydAyv, Hropetro Tay bi0dwv - 
\ , 2 \ S00 Avennde f) \ a , n 
kal mavepevov avtov idotoa AvpyAtas Oeparawis THs Kaicapos pytpos 
” O6¢ 6 Na bé 27 \ , 7 a7 
yTncev Svopa. éyEacGa. 8° dvayxacbevros éxeivov Kal pycaytos dxé- 
&h n~ + a 
Aovdov Toprytas Enretv “ABpay tovvoya, cweica THY pwvyy ov yuvatkecay 
> a> F ‘ t Bo ~ € > 3 Fe a # 
odoay dvéKpaye Kai ovvexdde Tas yuvaikas. At 8° drroxAeicaca Tas Ovpas 
kal mdvta Srepevvedpevar AapPdvovor’ tov Krddiov eis olknua waudioKns, 


1 Some of these jests were probably spurious. Cp. Cic. ad fam. VII. 32, 2; 
IX. 3 ff. 

2 On the Clodian Episode (ch. 28-35) in general, cp. Cic. ad Att. 1. I1; ad 
Quint. 1. Il; pro ALil., pro Sesto, pro Caelio, de domo, orat. cum pop. grat. ; 
Dio Cass. XXNXVII. 45 f. 51; XXXVIII. 12-30; NXXIX. 6-12. 19-23. 29-40. 
44-57. I note only important divergences or such passages as are peculiar to 
Plutarch or significant. 

Bad Att. 1.12 f.; de dom. 40, 105; de harusp. 5,8; Ascon. 72 AZ. p. 52; 
Dio XXXVII. 45. For the details Plut. is our only authority. 

4 pro Sest. 54, 116, qui in mulierum coetum pro psaltria adducitur. 

5 (D) Contradicted by Cic. ad Att. I. 12, 4, per manus servulae servatum et 
eductum ; de harusp. 21, 44. 
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, ‘3 5 s 
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2 LA os ta ¥ > ~ 
icxupiopévou d& mpds TO eyKAnua TS pdt yeyovévae Kat’ éxeivoy ev ‘Pdyy 

: j : i .+ 
Tov xpovoy, GAX’ év Tois ToppwTatw xwpios SiarpiBev, KaTeuapTipyoey os 
> > x a a % la Fa 9 od > ‘4 
adiypévov pos avTov olkade Kal SuerAeypevov wept Twwv: Omep Hy GAnOés. 

> Ms n r ae 
Ov pay €ddKer paptupely 6 Kixépwv dia thy GAjOaav, dAAG mpds THY adToo 
yovaika Tepevriay darodoyoupevos.2 “Hy yap aity mpos tov KAwdiov dame 
Pea Sid Thy adeAPHY THY éxeivouv KAwdiay, ds TE Kuxépwrr Bovdopevyy 
yapnOjva. Kai rodTo ia Karvddov® twos mpdtrovoar, Os éraipos pev Hv Kal 

7 an \ fal 

aw7Oys év roils padiota Kixépwvos, del ¢ mpds THY KAwdiay ory Kat 
Oepareiwy éyyvs oikotcay tropiav TH Tepevtia mapeoxe.* Xadery Oe Tov 

, > ‘ a - + = hid La t 
TpoTov ovoa Kat TOD Kixépwvos dpyovoa mapwévve TO Krwdio cvverbécbar 
kal katapaptupnoa. ' Karewaptipovy b& Tod KAwédiov moAAol trav Kadov 

> a > a 2 4 € - + 4 xX lal 
Kéyabay dvdpav émopkias, padiovpyias, dyAwv Sexacpors, POopas yuvatkar. 

AevxovAdos 88 Kal Oeparrauvidas rapelyev, ds ovyyévoito TH vewratn TOV 
adeApav 6 Kraddios, dre AcvxodAAw ovvedxet. TIoAAy 8’ Fv S0Ea Kal tals 
dddas Svaiv ddedpats tAnoiale Tov KrAwdiov, dv Teptiav pev Mapios 6 
“Png, KAwdiav 5 MéreAdos 6 Kédep ciyev, jv Kovadpaytiav® éxddovy, ore 

~ 2 ‘aid + ~ a & ? - ce > rd > la 
Tay épactav Tis avTH xaAKods éuBarwv eds Bardvriov ws dpyvpiov cicé- 
yD , a mn , 3 5 Pa. 6 
meupe: TO be AeMTOTaTOY TOU yaAKOD VvouicpaTos KovadpdavTnY éKadouv. 
"Ent tavrn padiota tov adeApoy Kaxds qKovoey 6 Krddtos. 

Ou pv ddda Tore Tod Sypov mpds To's KaTapapTLpotvTas avTOU Kal 
ovvectOtas dvritarropevov pofinbévres of Sixacral pvdraxyy TEepiecTHTayTo, 
kal tas SéArous of 7A oToL ovyKEXypevors TOs ypdupacw AveyKay.” “Opes 
8 wrcloves okay of dmodvovres yevéoOar: Kal Tis ehéxOn Kai dexacpds 
bteAGetv. 

"Obev & pév Kadrdos déravryoas toils xpirais ““Ypeis” elev “ ds dAnbas 
irip dodareias ricacbe Thy prdaxyv, PoBovpevor py Tis tudv aperyTat 

1 See below § 56 ext. 

2 This version is not found elsewhere and probably belongs to the same 
source as § 43. 86. 3 Cp. Am. Jour. of Phil. XI. 316 ff. 

4 pro Cael. 20, 50, obliviscor iam iniurias tuas, Clodia, depono memoriam 
doloris mei, quae abs te crudeliter in meos me adsente facta sunt, negligo. 

5 pro Cael. 26, 62, mulier potens guadrantaria. 

6 This chapter from the chronigue scandaleuse of the day is quite in the 
manner of Suetonius. The details, as here given, are not found elsewhere, 
but the charge is confirmed in a geweral way in many passages, e.g. Cic. pro 
Sest. 7,15; pro Caelio 13, 32 ff. ; de dom. 34, 92; pro Mil. 27,73; Vell. II. 45, 1. 

7 This fact is also given in Plut. Caes. ro. 
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cal N , \ bd 
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aoa sg 
sopc. 57. XXX. Auadvywv 8€ tov xivduvov 6 KAwédios Kai Sypyapyxos aipeBels 
a : : ae , 
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awdaywy Kal Ttaparrwv éx avrév. Toy te yap Spyov sxeadcato vopots 
i 4 ‘ lan cs 3 2 La Ea > t 2 tf 
piravOpuros,t Kal Tov trdTrwy Exarépw peyddas erapxias eyydioaro, 
Tlecwn pev Maxedoviav, TaBiiw d& Supiav, rodAots 88 TOY arépwv ove 
r a. 
Tagcev eis TO ToALTEvpa Kal SovAovS HTrALTpLEvouS TEpl abToy Elxe. 
im i , ; n . , 
Tay dé mAcioTov Suvapévwy Tore Tpiov avdpOv, Kpdooov pev aytixpus 
Kixépwvt roAenodvos, Tlopayiov 6 Opuropévov mpos a.porépous, Kaicapos 
Sea F te BE . ; Pee ante 
de pédAovtos eis Tadariay ekrévas pera oTparevparos, id TovToy trodUs 6 
Kixépwv, xaimep ovk dvta pidov, GAN’ vrorrov éx tav mept Karirivay,* 
Héiwoe tpeaBevTys avT@ ovoTparevey.® 
Acapévov b& Tod Kaicapos 6 KAwdios épOv éexpevyovta tiv Synpapxiav 
ans } _ So hea ones Pree 
avtod Tov Kixépwva mpoceroiro ovpBatikos exe, Kal TH Tepevtia thy 


1 This bon mot of Catulus is also recorded by Cic. ad Att. I. 16, 5, quid 
vos, inquit, praesidium a nobis postulabatis ? an ne nummi vobis eriperentur, 
timebatis ? Sen. Zfist. 97, §; Dio Cass. XXXVII. 46, 3, rh» pudakhy yrncav 
ody tv dopadds Tod KAwdlov xaraynpicwrTat, ddN iv adrol Ta xphuara a dedw- 
podokyjKkerav, Stag wowrT at. 

2Cic. ad Att. I. 16, 10, iuranti, inquit, tibi non crediderunt. Mihi vero, 
inquam, XX V iudices crediderunt, XX XI, quoniam nummos ante acceperant, 
tibi nihil crediderunt. F 

3 Plut. Caes. 10; Dio Cass. XX XVII. 45; Suet. Caes. 74 testis citatus 
negavit se quidquam comperisse . . . interrogatusque cur igitur repudiasset 
uxorem, “ Quoniam,” inquit, “ meos tam suspicione quam crimine iudico carere 
oportere.”’ 

4 Cic. pro Sest. 25, 55; 22 Pis. 4,9 and Ascon. ad loc.; Dio XX XVIII. 13. 

5 Esp. pro Sest. 12, 27. 17, 39 and schol. Bob. ad loc; Vell. Pat. II. 
45, 2, non caruerunt suspicione oppressi Ciceronis Caesar et Pompeius; Dio 
XXXVIII. 16f. 

6 (D) Clodius’s sudden change and Terentia’s alleged influence (cp. § 43) 
are not confirmed by extant sources. Regarding the position of legatus, Plut. 
is also at variance with the facts, as the offer was made by Caesar: cp. ad At. 
II. 18, 3, a Caesare valde liberaliter invitor in legationem illam. II. 19, 4, esp. 
de prov. cons. 17, 42, postea me, ut sibi essem legatus, non solum suasit, verum 
etiam rogavit. 
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ee A y Soe \ } ae 
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Be ak : , pgs , . oy 
trav indrov évavtwwbévtwv, KAwdiov dé oidypodopovpévov rept Td Bov- 
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Kixépwva pevyev 7 Bia xai odypo xpiOjvar mpds tov KAddioy, édetro 
4. a 2s 2 x , \ , > 9 A 
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my DS wh, sf A ie 3° € IL few > c s ee 
pevov* €erta al adrds aveBy. Tv06uevos 8° 6 Topanios ox trépever eis 


1(A) ad Att. IX. 2 b, 1, repudiari se totum, magis etiam quam olim ix 
XXviratu putabit. Ac solet, cum se purgat, in me conferre omnem illorum 
temporum culpam, ita me sibi fuisse inimicum, ut ne honorem quidem a se 
accipere vellem; but from de prov. cons. l.c. it would seem that Caesar’s anger 
was occasioned by the previous refusal. 

2(D) This Clodian law did not mention Cicero’s name, though it was 
directed especially against him, nor was Cicero indicted in consequence as 
would appear from Plut. Cp. e.g. Vell. Pat. II. 45, 1, cuius verbis etsi non 
nominabatur Cicero, tamen solus petebatur; Dio Cass. XX XVIII. 14, 3, ovde 
yap 7d bvoya atrod elxev (sc. 6 vouos), Epyy dé én’ avroy bre pdduoTa cuveypd ero. 

8 Esp. pro Sest. 10 ff.; post red. 3, 8, pro me praesente senatus hominum- 
que praeterea viginti milia vestem mutaverunt etc. de domo 21, 55 ff.; but 
certain details in Plut. (véwr, é&é5payov etc.) are not given in Cicero or else- 
where. App. Z. C. II. 15, though agreeing so often with Plut., must have fol- 
lowed another and rather unfriendly authority: 7d &pyov, dua Thy dwpéreav, amd 


otkrou peramimrrey és yéhwra etc. 


58 B.C. 
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oyev edOetv, Sey yap avrov aidws elye mpds Tov dvdpa peydAous Hywricevov 
5; */ « i. > ced ‘\ x - r 2 ‘3 Pa b X‘ 
dyavas tmép avTod Kal moda pds Xdpw Eéxelvw merodtTerpevov, GAAG 
Ki ¥. e BN ny ws YS: ‘ Xr ®. id X ‘ 6: u 

aicapt yapBpos dv Seouevp mpovdwxe Tas Taaras XAdpiTas Kal KaTa Opus 
GAXas tre~eAOwv aredidpacke THY évrevéw. Oittw dy mpodofeis 6 Kixépwy 
bm avrov Kal yeyovius épnuos éri Tovs trdrous Karépvye.! 

Kai TaBinos piv qv xaderds dei, Tetrwy? d& SeX€xOn mpadrepoy are 
mapawav éxorivar Kai troxwpyoa TH TOD KAwdiov piuy Kal rv peraBodAjy 
Tov Katpav éveykelv Kal yeveoOar Tad GwTHpa THS TaTpidos év OTdTETL Kal 
kakols 8v éxetvoy ovons. 

Towtrys tuywv dmoKpicews 6 Kixépwy éBovdevero ov trois piAas: Kal 
Aevxovddos pv éxédeve every ds meprerdpevov, GAXor® bE hevyew, ds TaXd 

a td rd > Fg go 2 a ~ 3 rt X 

tod Sov roOnoovtos avrov, drav eurAnoOy THs KXwdiov pavias Kal 
drovoias.t Tair’ édofe Kixépwve: 

kal TO pev @yaApa THs "AOmvas, 8 0 moAv xpévov éxwy émt THs oikias tSpu- 
pevov ériva Siadhepovtws, eis Kamitwduov xopicas aveOnxey émiypdas 
“?AOnva ‘Paduns pvraxt,” > zopmovs S¢ wapa TOV pidwy AaBwv zept écas 

va “Pdsun 5” 5 mop: p H 
: z a , } 
vixras treegrOe THs TOAEws Kal wely ba Aevavias éropevero AaBEcFax 
SuxeAlas Bovdopevos. 
60. XXXII. ‘Os 8 Av davepds dn Tehevyws, eryyayey a’To dvyys 
a € My) \ ry ie HO: ” ‘ ‘ ny 6 Xx 
wygov 6 KAwdios, Kat dudypappa wpovlnkey elpyew mupos Kal vdaTos” Tov 
dvdpa Kal ph) Tapéxe oréynv évrds piAiwv Tevtaxociwy’ *IraAias. 

61. Tots pév otv dAAos eAdyLCTOS Hv TOU Siaypappatos TovToV Adyos 
aidovpevois Tov Kixépwva, kal racay évdexvipevor piroppoowwyy tapémepurrov 
avrov: év 8 ‘Inmwviw, toda THs Aevkavias, nv OviBova viv Kadovow, 
OviBros, Suxerds dvyp,® drAXa Te TOAAA THS Kixépwvos gidéas arodeAavKas 
Kal yeyovws bmatevovros avrod Texrévwy emapxos, oikig. wev ovK edéEato, Td 
xuwpiov 8 Kataypawpev emnyyéAAcTo, Kat Tdios OvepytAtos 6 Ts Suxedias 


1(D) These details are not based upon extant utterances in Cicero, or else- 
where, but cp. ad Azt. II. 20. 21. 24; III. 9,2; ad Q. fr. I. 4, 4; IL. 3,33 pro Sest. 
17, 39: 

2 (D) This contradicts Cicero’s statements. Cp. 77 Pis., e.g. 5, 12. 

3 Cato and Hortensius. Cp. Dio XX XVIII. 17. 

* Concerning Cicero’s reasons for yielding without a struggle, cp. e.g. pro 
Planc. 35, 86 ff. ; pro Sest. 20, 45 ff., servavi igitur rem publicam discessu meo... 
unus bis rem publicam servavi etc. ; de domo 36, 96. 

5 Cp. Dio Cass. XLV. 17, 7d dyahua 7d THs AOnvas Tis pudakldos, 6 mpd 
Tis puyiis 6 Kuxépwr és 7d Karirdduov averlde. It was struck by lightning and 
was restored by a decree of the senate. Cp. Cic. ad fam. XII. 25, 1 

6 Vell. Pat. II. 45, 1, legem in tribunatu tulit: qui civem Romanum indem- 
natum interemisset, ei aqua et igni interdiceretur. 7 (D) *ad Ad. III. 4, 1 

8 (D) Cp. p.43; ad Art. III. 2, 1. Biichsenschiitz imagines that Plutarch 
changed Sica Vibonzensis, which he found in his Cicero, to OvtBios Dex edds dvyp / 
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‘ 2 ~ ’ an 
oTpatyyos €v Tois padicta Kixépwr Kexpnucvos eypawev améxecOan 77s 
rel 

DuxeXias. 

¥ i s , i n , 

E¢’ ois dOupjoas dpynoev ert Bpevtéotov, xaxeiBev els Avppdxiov dveuw 

a , 
pop® Tepatovpevos, avturvevoavtos Tedaylov peO” yucpay émadwdpouncer, 
Ye * a F 
etr’ adOts dvyOn. 
; a 

62. Aé€yeras 8 Kal xatamdevoartos cis Avppdxtov adroit Kal €AovTos 

GroBaive caopdv Te THS yas Kal oracpov dua yevécOa THs Oadrdrrys. 
e Lid a 

Ad’ ov cvvéBadov of pavtixol py mdviyrov atte THY pvyiv ececOar* pera- 

Borys yap evar Tatra onpeia.? 

TloAAGy d& hordvrwv dvdpdv tn’ evvotas kat Tov “EAAnvidwv wéAEwv 
Saprrrwpwevoy mpds airas tails mpecBetais, duws aOvudv Kal meptdvros 
Sa y AG? y My , y © Suc 2 a \ 
ipye TA TOAAG,® rpds THv “ITadiav, domep of Sveepwres, apopov Kal 
TO hpovypate puxpds ayav Kal tamevds trd THS cvpopas yeyovws 
kal cuvectadpévos, ws otk dv Tis dvdpa raidsia ovpuPeBiwxdra Tooairy 

, 
poo edoKyoe. 

63. Kavrou woAX\dkis ards HEélov Tos Hidovs pH fyTopa Kadciv adrov, 
2 x , % BS € By Ltt € =~ Q? > a 
GAA Pirdcopov: Pirocopiay yap ws epyov npjaba, pytopixy 8° dpyavw 

lal 6 Fa 2a XN co tA? € 5 5 ny 3 x xr f LA 
xpnoOa. rodrrevdpevos eri Tas xpEtas. q Sdfa. Sewn Tov Adyov da7rep 
Badny dmoxAtoa THs Wryns Kal TA TOY TOAAOY evoudpLacOa TaOy SC 
c r a 0 y ~ r a a 7» pe , 
épirAiav Kat cvvpPeav Tois ToALTEvOmEvots, GV wy TIS EV pada vdAaTTcpevos 
cttw cuppépytae Tis exTds, ws TOY mpaypaTwy avT@y, ov TV emt Tois 
mpdypact mabdv cuppebesov.* 

H . p , 

64. XXXIII. ‘O d& KAdédios eerdoas Tov Kixépwva xarémpyoe pev 
avrob ras éxadvrets, Katéempyoe O€ THY Oikiay Kal TO Térw vadv "EAevOepias 
exwxodopnoe: THY 8° GAAnv ovciav erode Kai SuexnpuTTe Ka” Hépay, 
pdtv dvoupevoy pydevds.> "Ex 88 tovrov PoBepds Sv roils épurroxparucois 

. ‘ 4 
kal tov Sypov dveevov eis UBpw ToAAHV Kal Opactryta cuvepeAkduevos, 
, a m3 lal r a *: is io 
érexeipea TH Loprytw, tov Sioxnuevov ta’ adrod Kata THY oTpaTEiay ena 
onapdtrav. “Ed” ois 6 Tloumrnios adofay éxdkley airds abrov mpocuevos 
‘ K if: fF b3 aN 2 AN n 2 7 / 10 5 
tov Kuxépwva: kal madi ex peta Borys mavtolos éyivero mpattwy xadodov 
avT@ peta Tov hidrwv. “Encrapevov S& rod Kiwdiov ovvedoge tH Bovdy 
an la , ‘\ , 
pndtv bid péoov mpaypa Kvpodv pyde mpdrrev Sypoorov, ei pr Kixépww 


Kabodos yévorro.® 


1 (A) pro Planc. 40, 95 ff.; Dio Cass. XX XVIII. 17. 

2 Cp. p. 43- 

3 ad Att. III. 8-21. 22, 4. 

4 Cp. the discussion between Cic. and Philiscus in Dio Cass. XXXVIII. 
18-29. 

5 E.g. Cic. de dom. 24, 62. 41, 108 ; ad Att. IV. 2. 

6 pro Sest. 31, 67 £.; i Pis. 13, 29; de dom. 10, 25 ff.; pro Mil. 14, 37 and 
Ascon. ad loc.; Dio Cass. XX XVIII. 30; Plut. Poms. 49. 


57 B.C. 


Aug. 11, 
57 B.C. 


Sept. 8, 
57 B.C. 
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Tov b€ wepi AevrAoy bratevsytwy Kai THs oTdcews Tpdcw Badilovans, 
or nn X s > a , tee ay x rd > ae 
dore tpwbyva pev ev ayopa Snuapyxous, Koivroy b€ tov Kixépwvos ddedpov 
ev Tois vexpots ws TeOvyKoTa Keipevoy diadabety,! 

3 te Onpos npxero TpérecOn TH yvoun, Kal TOV dypdpywv "Avvos 
Midov mp@ros éroAunoe tov KAwdiov eis Siknv drayev Biotwv, Kal 
Tlopryiw moddot ovvidOovy éx Te Tod Sypov Kal Tov Tépie Torey. 
Mc” Gv mpoeADwv kat tov KAddioy dvarryoas éx THs ayopas ent TH 
Wijpov éxdAra tTovds ToAiras. Kai A€yerar pydemore pydev ex Tocav- 

a ie 2 S ‘ an 

Ts dpoppootvys emupynpicacba Tov Sjpov. 

“H 6€ ovyKAnTos déuidAAwpevy mpos Tov Shpov eypawey emaivebivat * 

Xx i ot \ t %. ‘ A 2 , & % 
Tas modes, doa. TOV Kixépwva rapa tiv pvynv éeparevoay, Kal THV 
a” J 
oikiay atTd Kal Tas éravAes, as KAwdios duePOdpxet,* TéXeot Sypociors * 
avacrabjvan. 
td ft 

Karne d¢ Kixépwv éxxadexdrw pyvi pera THY puyyv: Kal Tocatry 
Tas TOAES Kapa Kai Grovdy Tods avOpwrous TEpL THY ardvTyoW ElxeY, 
LA & © XN c i t o 2 ¥ - a > bs 
worTe TO PHOeY Hrd Kixepwvos vorepov evdeeorepoy elvar THs dAnOeEias. 
"Rh X +. % 2 a ” ‘\ *T , rs * 3 c , 

by yap avtov ért Tov wopwry tHv ‘Iradtav dépovoay eis tHV Paunv 
eloeveykeiv.? 

2 ‘ Ea 2 *. x > lal Xx a a a , 

Orov kai Kpdooos, éxfpos dv attd mpo THs puyis, TéTE mpoOvpws 
danvra Kal duedvero, TH wordt TlowAiw yxapildpevos, ws edeye, Cyrwra 
Tov Kixépwvos dvtu.° 

65. XXXIV. Xpédvoy 8 od wodiw Siadurov Kal rapapvdAdéas 
arodnpodvta Tov KAdéiov erqAGe pera toddOv TE Kamitwdiy, Kal Tas 
Syuapyxixas b€ATovs, év ais dvaypadai Tov dioKkynuevwv Aoayv, dréorace 

> ni a “ 
kat dvepOeper.” “Eyxadodvtos 6& wept rovrov rod KAwdiov, rot 8é 
‘ 
Kixépwvos A€yorvros, ws tapavduws éx warpixiwy eis Snpapyxiav wapér Bor, 
kai kvpioy ovdey eivar TOY Tempaypevwy tr airod,® Katwv Hyavaxt noe 

- > tal XN fy - > 2 Lp > ‘ . ¥. a 
kat évreire, Tov pev KAddiov odk éraviv, d\AG Kal Svoyxepaivwy Trois 
meroAtTevpevors, Sevov 6€ Kal Biaov arodaivev dvatpecw Wypicacbar 


l pro Sest. 34, 74 ff. ocetdunt nonnullos, vulnerant multos . . . cacdem in 
foro maximam faciunt ... fratrem meum . . . poscebant . . . seque servo- 
rum... corporibus obtexit ... tum... corforibus civium Tiberim com- 


pleri. Biichsenschiitz ad loc., citing only a part of this passage, asserts that 
év rots vexpots is a mistranslation of corpora in the sense of cadavera! Plutarch’s 
statement, however, proves that he did not consult this speech, in spite of 
numerous coincidences. 

2 pro Sest. 62, 129 ff. 


3 ad Att. 1V. 2,2; Dio XXXIX. 11. 472 Pis. 22, 52. 
5 post red. 15, 39, Italia cuncta paene suis humeris reportavit. [Sall.] 2 
Cic. 4, 7- 8 ad fam. V. 8, 4. 


7Plut. Cat. Min. 40; Dio XXXIX. 21-23. 
8 de dom. 29, 77, in illa adoptione legitime factum est nihil. 
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, \ , 2 
(Soyparay Kai mpd£ewy Tooovtwy THv ovyKAnTor, év als evar Kal THy 
‘ ar vies 
€avTod Tv wept Kumpov kai Buldvriov dioikyow. “Ex tovtov mpoce 
c by a” 
Kpovoey 6 Kiképwv aitd mpdaxpovow eis ovdev éudaves mpoe\Dodcay, 
2\)\? .% ~ , a , 
GAN wote TH Piroppocivy xp_oba. rpds GAAHAOUS dpavporepor. 
66. XXXV. Mera ratra KAwdiov piv droxrivvvc. Midov: kai 
, Pa cd 
Siwxdpevos Pdvov Kixépwva wapecrycato ovvyyopov.t “H dé Bovdi 
a . , BUN a 
poByOeica, un Kivdvvevovtos dvdpds évddéov Kal Ovpoedods rod MiédAwvos 
‘ - ‘\ XN rs > £ ff ud ‘ + 
Ta, 
rapaxy yéerqrar wept Thy modu, érérpewe Tloumyio rairnv Te Kal Tas 
fal t cad , a 
drdas kpioes BpaBetoa, wapéxovta TH wdAeL Kal Tois Sixacrypiors 
ry: a 
dodadeav. “Exeivov 8€ tiv dyopay ere vuxtos amd T&Y akpwy meptAa- 
, a , € a x Ls 'h * wt 
Bovros tots otpatiitas, 6 Midwv tov Kixépwva deicas, wy mpos THY 
m” 3 6 ‘Z 5 6. * ~ 5 # , > ra 
Gy anPeia StarapaxOeis yeipov Siaywvicnta, ocvvérecey ev opel 
, 
KomicOevTa mpos THY ayopay yovxdlery, axpt 00 cuviaciy of KpLTal Kal 
mAnpottat TO Suxacrypiov. 
Bas iat 
67. ‘O 8 od povov fy, ws €ouxev, ev drAos aBapoys,? GAAG Kal 
TO re x 5B , 4. 5X > * AAS ‘ 
D A€yev peta PdBov mpooye, Kat ports éxatoato wadAduevos Kat 
, 28 a 3 2 \ a s \ , , 3 
Tpepwv eri ToAAGY Gyovey akunv TOU Adyou Kal KaTdoTact AaBdvTos. 
Auxuvviw 8& Movpyva dedyovte Siknv td Katwvos BoyGiv, xat didrori- 
‘ S 
ovpevos ‘Oprictov trepBareiv cinuepyoavra, pepos ovdey dveratcaro 
2 
Tis vuKTds, Os trd TOD ohddpa dpovrica Kal Siaypumvycat KaxwOels 
évdeearepos aiTot davinvas. 
s aA a 
68. Tore 8’ ovv eri tHv Tod MiAwvos Sixyy éx Tot hopeiov mpoeAOwy 
a ft vA 
cat Geacdpevos tov Iopmyiov dvw xadeLouevov worep év otpatorddy, 
\ , yo . s \ 2 s W) \ , 
kal KikXw Ta Orda wepthdurovtTa THY Gyopav, cuvEexvOn Kal podis 
évypéaro Tod Adyou Kpadayopevos TO THya Kal THY Huvyv evicXopEVos, 
attot To0 MiAwvos ebOapoas Kal dvdpeiws Tapiotapevov TH ayOve Kat 
, ¥ %, lal 2 67 ~ * a id : 3 
Kopnv Opépar Kal petaBarciy eoOjTra adv drakudscavtos: dep obx 
a: 5 nm * > a , 6. a Ou 4 "AXAN a K , 
ykiota SoKel cvvaitioy aire yevécOar THs KaTadcKys. 6 ye Kuxe- 
an a a - 
pov Sia Tadra pirérarpos wGAAov 7) Sedrds edokev eivar. 
lan A e an 
69. XXXVI. Tvverau 8 kai trav tepéwy, ots Av'youpas ‘Pwpyator xa- 
Rode, dvTl Kpdooou rod véov pera. THY ev TdpOors avrod redevryv.? 


1 (A) Cp. on the Milonian affair: pro Af. with Ascon.; Dio XL. 48 ff. 

2 Liv. Perioch. 111 vir nihil minus quam ad bella natus. 

8 (A) E.g. Cic. de ovat. I. 26, 121; pro Deiot. 1, 13 pro Cluent. 18, 57; 
Div. in Caec. 13, 413 Acad. II. 20, 64. : 

4 (A) Ascon. zz Mil. p. 31 exercitum in foro . . . non tantum ex oratione 
et annalibus sed etiam ex libro apparet qui Ciceronis nomine inscribitur de 
opt. gen. orat. (= c. 4, 10); p. 42 itaque non ea, qua solitus erat, constantia 
dixit; Schol. Bob. 7 Ail. p. 276 circumpositi iudicio milites . . . metu con- 
sternatus et ipse Tullius pedem rettulit; Dio Cass. XL. $4, 1. 

5 (A) Cic. Phil. II. 2, 4; Brut. 1, 1. 


Jan. 20, 
62 B.C. 


63 B.C. 


53 B.C. 


51 B.C. 
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A EA ™ lal > ~~ 4 *. x € lal et 

Etra xAjnpy Aaxwv Toy érapxLav KiArkiay kat otparov orhitov pupioy 

. , « t N , € , 1» N 2A 
kal OioxiAtwv, imméwy b& SicxidLwv éLaxootiwv,* érevae, mpootaxGev aire 
Kat Ta wept Kammadoxiay “ApioBapldvy ro Bact? didra Kat weOyna 
mapacxev.? Tatra te 0) mapeotycaTo Kal cvvippocey aueurTws arEp 

, td , ce lo * ‘ TL 6 ‘ nm ‘Pp ‘s x 
moAeuov, Tovs TE Kidtxas 6p@v mpos 76 TlapOikov rraiopa Pwpatwy Kat 
“ - 
Tov év Supia vewrepiopov ernppevous KaTerpauvey NUEpws ApXuwv. 

70. Kai ddpa pév ovde Tov Bacirewv Siddvrwv édaBe, Seirvwv dé Tovs 
> * Bd 3. % \ os < x a > La ¢ , 
erapyixors avinkey’ avtos de Kal” ijuepay Tods yapievras dvehdp Paver éxrid- 
ceow ov roAvTeAGs, GAN’ eAevbepiws. “H 3’ oikia Ovpwpdv ovK elev, ovd” 

= -% ” * c a > - > a. c XN Av cal ‘ a 
autos &bOn kataxeipevos tm’ ovdevds, GAN Ewhev Extws 7) wEptTaTav Tpd TOD 
Swpariou Tors damaLouevous edeLtovro. 

Aéyerar b€ pyre paBdos aixicacbal twa pyr eoOnta mepicyioo pyte 
Bracdhnptay im dpyns 7% Cypias mpooBardiv pel” VBpewv. "Avevpwy be 
TOAAG TOY Snmociwy KekAcupeva TAs TE TOAES EVTOpOUS erOinTE, Kal TOUS 
> K 38e PA a 6 fe > ¥ ‘ ny i 3 
drotivovtas ovdev TovTov wAciov rafovras émitiyous Siepiracev. 

y ‘\ .. ¥. * a XN ‘ x *. : Ed ¥ 

Hyaro 8 kal zrod<uov, Aynoras TOV wept TOV ’Apavov oikovvTwY TpEYla- 
pevos’ &f @ kal avToKpdtwp tmd TOV oTpaTiwTay dvnyopevOn.* 

‘ & ae 

71. KextAlov 8€ Tod pyropos deopéevou wapddres avT@ mpds Twa. Oéay eis 
“Pp A » Kur 2 3 TN Ar , : a , / 

apnv ex ixias GroorteiAa, kadumdpuevos éxt Tols merpayyevois ypd- 

\ a % > 5 7 > ¥ 3 ie > s 
et mpds avTov ovx elvar mapddreas ev Kidcxia: mepevyévar yap eis Kapiav 
ayavaxTovoas, OTL povat ToAcuodvTaL, TavTwY eipyryy éxovTwV.? 

72. dew 8° dao ris érapyias TotTo pev “Pddw mpocécye,® TovTo 8 

a 3 : 
"AOyvais’ evdvérpupey® dopevos TOO THY Tadae SiaTpLBdv. “Avodpdor de 
ols mpwros dd mwaideias ovyyevomevos Kal Tos Tore pirovs Kal cvvybes 
> / % X a ‘\ £ XN a c , ‘®: a / 
doracdpevos Kal Ta mpéerovta Oavpacbels ind THs “EAAdbos eis Thy mod 
5 a » a , Oo ce 4 no Lt 2 Sy 
eravndOev, 45n TOY Tpaypatwv GoTEep id hrEeypovyns adioTapevwy emi TOV 
eupvrtov moAeuov.? 
> X iA lal a a > ~ 4 
73. XXXVII. "Ev pev otv rH Bovcy Yydilomevay adtad OpiapBov 
z ‘i é 
jowov av ey mapaxodovOyoa Kaicapr Opiap,Bevovts cvpBacewy yevopevun +! 


1(D) E.g. ad Att. V1.1; ad fam. XV. 1 ff. The number is incompatible 
with the statements of Cicero. 2 (A) ad Att. V. 20, 1. 

3 On Cicero’s administration of the province, cp. e.g. ad Az. V. 21; VI. 2; 
ad Quint. frat. 1. 1,2: but Plutarch, as usual, gives details of found in Cicero. 

4 (A) ad fam. II. 10, 2 f., victoria iusta imperator appellatus sum; ad Azz. 


V. 20, 3. 5 (D) * ad fam. (ad Caelium) II. ro, 2. 

8 (A) Cic. Brut. 1, 1. 

7 (A) ad fam. XIV. 5,1, pridie 7d. Oct. Athenas venimus . . . cognovi ex 
multorum amicorum litteris . . . ad arma rem spectare. 


8 (D) ad fam. |.c. circiter 7d. ov. in Italia speramus fore. 

9* ad fam. XVI. 11, 2; ad Att. IX. 4. 

10 (D) ad fam. XVI. 11, 3; ad Att. VI. 3, 3. 6, 4; VII. 1. 2. The decree 
was never passed. 
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Fee ss i ‘ ‘ , lal 
iia 8€ ovveBovrcve! rodAG pay Kaicape ypadwv, roAAG 8° adrod TLopaytov 
Eg a4 : eed , 
Seduevos, mpav voy ExaTepov Kal mapapvOovpevos.2 ‘Os 8° Hv dvyxerra Kal 
ae 2 a oe ta an 
Kaicapos erepxouevov Torjios otk emevev, GAAG peTa TOAAGY Kal ayabdy 
3 an x. , 2ee fol lol , 
avSpOv thy wédw e€édure, Tadryns pay drereipOn THs vyns 6 Kixépwr, 
wy ‘ i 
eoge 8 Kaicap. rpocribec ba. 
ee ae 
7: Kai 89Ads éort 7H yvopy wodAG frrtacbels ex’ éuddrepa Kat dvc- 
, Ne ed = i 
mabjoas. Tpdder yap éy rats émcorodais? diatopeiv, toTépwoe XpH 
¥ 3 X\ my 
tpérecOar, Tloumntov piv evdogov Kal xadjv indOecw mpos Tov TéAEuov 
¥. 7 4 ~ a 
eéxovtos, Kaicapos 8° duewov toils mpdypact ypwuévov Kat paddov éavTov 
ovros, Ka pase xXpwp. ra 
- LA ‘ A 
kat Tous didouvs awlovtos, wor exav pev ov piyy, py exe O€ Tpds ov 
- ; 2 
piyy-* TpeBariov 8 twos tov Kaicapos éraipwv, ypaavtos émt- 
f Lg tay ” ~ 3 an 
oroXrny, ott Kaioap olera dety padiora pev adrov ekerdlerOar eb” avtod 
es , i in 
kal Tov €Aridwv pereyey, ei 8° dvadverar Od as, els THY “EAAdSa BadiLew 
Y1PAS; 
Hock , ‘ 
Kak KaOnpevov Hovytav dyew exrodwv dudorépors yevouevov, Oavpdoas 6 
pporép » Bary 

# 7 n 
Kixépwv, drt Kaioap airés otk éypawev, amexpivato mpos dpyyv, as ovdev 
dvagiov mpage Toy meroAtTevpevwv. Ta pev ody év tals ériarodais 
yeypaupéva ToradvrTa éote.? 

75. XXXVIII. Tod d& Kaicapos eis IBypiav dadpavtos eibis ds 
Tlopryiov émdevoe:® Kai Tots pev GAAS aopévais OPO, Karwy d° avrov 
ida ioe x: 2 oh Oe © a ba \ * & 
idwy idia roAAG Kareneuero Tlouryiw mpooOéuevoy: atte pev yap ovxt 
CAD W 2 fal a ea ey Cet o ~ fe t 2 nn 
KaAGs éxew éyxatadurely qv dm apxys etero THs wodreias Takw, éxetvoy 

m” an \ a a 
de ypnoyswrepov dvra TH matpids Kal Tois Pirows, ei pévev icos exet Tpds Td 
> a“ © t > BOE A \ vO” 2 ss. F # 
droBatvov yppoleto, kat’ ovdéva Aoywopoy ot8” e& dvayKys Togo yeyo- 
, , p A 
vévat Kaicapt cat rocovrouv pebeovra Kivdvvouv dete’ nev. Ovrol re dy, 
Pp 

an # | ae * 5a ‘3 ra \ a , x | 
tov Kixépwvos avertoehov of Adyou THY yvwunv, Kal TO peya pydty atte 

f iss 
xpnoGa Topmrniov. 

AY Ng 5 ay > > , : 7 OQ 

76. Airwos Vv avTos OUK apvovpevos peTtapercrOa, Pravpicwv' Se 

bs , pravp 

a oh ‘ ‘ 8 % X\ * A ip 
tov Llopuryiov tv mapacKkevnv® Kai mpds Ta Bovrdeipata dvoKoAaivwy 

7 p p ps 


1 (A) ad Att. VII. 3, 4; IX. 5; Pel. II. 9, 22 ff. 
2 (A) E.g. ad fam. XVI. 12, 1, ut veni ad urbem non destiti omnia et sentire 
et dicere et facere quae ad concordiam pertinerent etc.; Plut. Caes. 31; 


Pomp. 59; App. B.C. II. 36. 3 (A) E.g. ad Att. VIL. 1 ff. 
4 (A) ad Aidt. VIII. 7, 2, ego vero quem fugiam habeo, quem sequar non 
habeo. 5 ad Att. VII. 17; X.8f. Cp. p. rof. 


6 (A) ad Ade. VIII. 3 ff.; IX. 2 ff.; Dio Cass. XLI. 4 ff.; App. B. C. IT. 
35 ff.; Plut. Pomp. 60f.; Caes. 32 ff.; Suet. Caes. 31. 

7 (A) ad fam. VI. 6, Io, causae, quam Pompeius animatus melius quam 
paratus susceperat; VII. 3, 2, cuius me mei facti poenituit . . . propter vitia 
multa quae ibi offendi quo veneram. 

8 (A) Macrob. Satur. II. 3, 7, cum ad Pompeium venisset dicentibus sero eum 
venisse, respondit: Minime sero veni, nam nihil hic paratum video ; Cic. Phil. 
II. 16, 40, ne de iocis quidem respondebo, quibus me in castris usum esse dixisti. 


49 B.C, 
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trovAws, Kal Tod TapacKkumrey Te Kal Eye yapiey eis TOUS TYUpAXOUS OdK 
> A > + , eee ‘ os & aN 2 ~ £8 \ 
amexopevos, GAN aitos pev ayéAaoTos del TEptioy ev TO OTpAaTOTEdw Kal 
oxvopwros, Erépos 5¢ Tapexwv yéAwTa pndev deopéevors. 
77. Bédrcov b€ kal rovtwy drAlya rapabécbat. Aoputiov roivuy 
w > la € 3 my > * \ Ms © 2 
avOpwrov eis Tak HyeuoviKyy ayovTos ob ToAemuKdV Kal A€yovTOS, ws emvEt- 
a XX re > ib x ca bc Ty | EE PR: 3 6c > oe E | a 
KIS TOV TpOToV eoTi Kal Hppwr, Ti ody,” Elmev, “ OVK éxitpoTov aiToy Tos 
Texvos Prdrdooes ;” 
, , a a x 
*Eravowtuv 8€ tivwv Oeopdvyy tov AéaPtov, 6s Hy év TO oTparoredw 
Le mW i. * e % ig x of 3 , 
TEKTOVWY ErapXos, WS ed TapapvOnoaito Podiovs Tov aTdAov azroBaddvtas, 
et > 4 : 
““HAikoy,” elmev, “ a&yabdv éote 76 T'pasxov éxew érapyov.” 
‘ ‘ a is 
Kaioapos 6& xatopOoivros Ta mAcioTa Kal Tpdmoy TIWa ToALOpPKOTYTOS 
> e r XN > "3 z » > XN Pa 
atrovs, Aévrhw pev eirdvte tuvOdver$ar orvyvors evar tovs Kaicapos 
4 2 f mY: ste 8 wy Koi 3 
dirous, amexpivaro, éyas aitovs dvavody Kaicapr. 
; : : ; 
Mapkiou 8€ twos jKovtos é€ “Iradias veworti Kal A€yovros év ‘Pwyn dyunv 
2 ~ £ a Sow 6c Ez. > 967 ” - &c ov cal 
érixpately, ws todopKotro Iloumyios,  Eir’ ébérAevoas,” elev, “iva TovTo | 
mortevons atTos Jeardpevos ;” 
Mera 8& rHv Hrrav Novviov pev eimdvros, dre Set ypnoras éAmidas exe, 
Extra yap derovs €v TH oTpatorédw Tod Tloumytov AeAipOau, “ Kars ay,” 
, S A 
épy, “ Tapyves, ef Kodovols éroAeodpev.” 
AaB a be ts ‘ # ¢ cad X Xr 4 c 5 ~ 
uqvod d€ pavteius tistv ioxupiLopevov Kai A€yovtos, ws Sef mrepi- 
yevéerOan Llopmiiov, “ Oixoty,” épy, “otparyynpate TovTw xpdpevor viv 
> , & , ey I 
droBeBAnkapev TO oTpaTomedov. 
> a 
78. XXXIX. “AAAa yap yevouévys THs Kata Bdpoarov paxns, 7s ov 
perécye 60 dppwotiay,? kai Tlouarniov puydvtos, 6 pev Kdrwv® Kal _orpd- 
Tevua ovxvov év Avppayiw Kal orddov exw péyav éxeivoy A&iov otparnyely 
Kata vopov Kal TO THS bmareizs G£iwpa TpovxovTa. 

AvwOovpevos 8& THY apxnv 6 Kixépwv Kal dws hevywv 76 ovotpateverbar4 
> ERNDS = bi ce 3 a t \ lal rt # 
map ovdey HAGev avaipeOjvat, Llouryiov tod véov kal Tov PiAwy wpoddryV 

> £ x x A f > ‘\ ¥ 3 ‘ ra > a 
arroxadowrTwr Kal Ta Eipy oracapeun, ci py Karwv evoras modus adpeiAeto 
kai Sujkev atrov ék Tov oTpatomédov.? 

79. Karacywv 8’ eis Bpevréooy évratba diérpifSe,° Kaioapa mepievwv 

re * xX * ? ee a x wn 2 Ef = * > > 

Bpadivoyta o16 tas ev “Acia Kal wept Alyumrrov doxoAias. “Emel 8° eis 
Tdpayra cabwppucpévos dryyyédXeTOo Kat rely mepricov exeibev eis Bpevrécrov. 

p perp. ayy 9 Tep p 

1 (D) This retort furnishes the irrefutable proof that it, and along with it 
this entire batch of witticisms, was not taken from Tiro’s de zocts Ciceronis, 
for Labienus fell at Pharsalus while Cicero was at Dyrrhachium. 

2 (A) ad fam. IX. 16, 7, in acie non fui; Liv. Peréoch. 111 Cicero in castris 
remansit. 

3 (A) E.g. Dio Cass. XLII. 10 6 Kdrwy év r@ Auppaxly. . . Karadrepbels. 

4 ad fam. VII. 3. 

5 Plut. Cat. Min. 55. 


6 (A) E.g. ad fam. XI. 27; XIV. 11; ad Att. XI. 15. 
g 5 
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Spynoe mpods adrov, ob mdvy pav dv SvoedAms, aiSovpevos 58 rodAdv 
mapovtwv dvdpos €xOpot Kat kpatodvros Aap /Sdverv meipav. Od pay edénoev 
ait mpagal ; Te 7p akiay 7) eimetv. “O yap Kaioap, ws edey adtov odd 
mpo THY dAAwy dravTovTa, xaréByn kal qomdcaro Kal diaA€eydpevos move 
ovyvav oradiwy 6dov mpomrbev. 


"Ex 68 rovrou derédAee Tysov Kal item uatees adore Kal ypawavre 46 B.c. 


PAS! Sake j a , 

Aoyov éyxadpuov Katwvos dvrrypdpwy? tov re Adyov avtod Kai Tov Biov os 

Madiora TO Iepuxdéous eorxdta Kal Onpapevous eraiweiv. *O pev obv Kixépo- 
, , : 

vos Adyos Kdtwy, 6 d& Kaicapos ’Avtixdtwy émyéypantat. 


, \ \ a F , i if é w 
Sept. 23, 
80. Aé€yerat d¢ Kat Koivrov A tyaplov Sdikny pevyovtos, OTe TaY 46 B.C. 


: 5 5 a a a 
Kaicapos rodepiwy eis eyeyovet, kal Kixépwvos avr@ BonOoivros, eimety Tov 
, : A 
Kaicapa mpds robs pidous: “Ti kwAver bd ypdvov Kixépwvos dxotaa: Xéyov- 
Se atN, G r N aN 5 L ae > 3 , 
Tos, €mel mada KEéKpiTaL Tovnpos avip Kal ToA€guos ;” eel 3° dpbdpevos 
, ; : : a 
A€yerv 6 Kixépwy tmepprds exiver kal mpovBawev avtg@ wade re Torkidos 
‘ fal 
Kal xdpite Oavpactos 6 Aoyos, woAAAS pev tévar xpdas emi TOD mpoowmou 
x LZ # x lod a ry ES 3 rd ra 
tov Kaicapa, wacas d& THs Wuyns TpeTopevov TpoTas KaTaddyAov eivat, TEAOS 
ae 7 7 
de Tay Kara Pdpoadrov dyapevov Tod pyTopos dywvwv éxraOy -yevouevoy 
TwaxOjvar TO cwpaTe Kai THS xXelpos exBaArciy évia TOY ypaypareiwy. Tov 
yowy &vOpwrov aéAvce Tis aitias BeBiacpevos.* 
81. XL. “Ex rovrov Kixépuy, cis povapxiay THs TodTelas peer Tuoys, 
adeuevos Tod Ta Kowa mpdtray4 éxxdAale Tois Bovropévs firocogeiy > 
a fol , * 
TOV véewy,® Kai oxeddv ex THS mpds TovTOS TuVNMEias, EdyevETTATOUS Kat 
i a 
mpwrous dvtas, adfis icxvey év TH mode pEeyLoToV. 
a > BJ _ < 
82. Aire d° épyov pev Hy TO Tors pirogddovs cuvTedeiv Siaddyous 
w 4 f » a ry aN a Xx lal > ¥ a * 
kai petappatey,” kal tov SiadrextiKav  PvoikOv dvoudtwv exacrov eis 
oo a LA * 
‘Pwpaixny peraBadrrav diddexrov:® éxeivos ydp éoTw, os Pacuy, 6 Kat 


1(A) E.g. ad fam. IV. 13, 2; IX. 16. 

2(A) E.g. ad Att. XII. 40; Topica 25, 94; Tac. Ann. IV. 34; Schol. ad 
Iuv. VI. 338; Plut. Caes. 54, 3; App. B. C. II. 99; Dio Cass. XLIII. 13, 4; 
Suet. Aug. 85. 

3 (D) * Cic. ad fam. VI. 14, 2 

4(A) Eg. ad fam. V. 16; VI. 12, 5; IX. 3, 2. 2, 5. 20, 1; XII. 23; 
de off. Il. 1, 2; III. 1, 2; de div. I. 2,6; Acad. Post. I. 3, 11. 

5 (A) ad fam. VII. 33, 2; IX. 16, 7. 18, 1. 20, 3; Az. II. 8, 20; Sen. 
Contr. 1. prooem. 11; Suet. de rhet. 1. 

6 (A) E.g. Hirtius, Pansa, Dolabella, Cassius. 

7 (A) ad Att. XII. 52, 3, dwéypaga sunt, minore labore fiunt, verba tantum 
affero, quibus abundo. 

8 pavracia = visum (Acad. I. 11, 40); cuyxardGeors = assensio, appro- 
batio (Acad. II. 12, 37); éwox = retentio assensionis (Acad. II. 18, 59); Kard- 
Anyus = comprehensio, cognitio, perceptio (dead. I. 11, 41; II. 10, 31. 47, 
145; de fin. III. 5, 17); &rowoy = individuum (de fz. I. 6,17); Kevéy = vacuus 


46 B.C. 


45-44 
B.C. 
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x. ¥ ‘3 X 101 ‘3 =. 2 ~ ‘ X wv ” 
tiv pavtaciay Kal THY OvyKaTaDeoW Kat THY eroynY Kal THY KaTAAnYY, ETL 
5 , oy ‘ > , ‘ rs 4 a 1 lal ‘3 s /, 
8e TO Gropov, TO duepées, TO Kevov, GAAa TE TOAAG! TOY ToLOvTwY eLovoudoas 

n ‘ ; e : 
mpaTos 7) pddoTa “Pwpyaios, Ta pev peradopais, Ta 8” oikedrnow adAAats 
yopya Kal mpoonyopa pnxavyodmevos ° 

Sa ae RE ashe eo : a, fs Saas hee , 

. 7H O& Tpos THY Toinow eiKoria Tailwy éxpyTo. éyetat yap, 
Sryvika pvein mpos TO ToLOvTOY, THS VUKTOS Eryn ToLely TevTAKdOW.* 

84. To pev otv mreloToy Tov xpovou TovToU mepi TotoKdov év xwpiors 
avrov Sidon Eypage mpos Tovs PiArovs Aacprov Biov Liv, etre wailuv, 
ws Bos elev, 0’ ird prdrorimias Smanity mpos THY TodtTEiav Kai adypo- 
vov TOI kabeoroct. 

, ¢ me ey , \ a > 

Sraviws 8° cis doru Oepareias evexa Tov Kaicapos karye, Kal mpuros hv 
TaY GrvayopevovTwY Tals Tysais Kal A€yew del TL KaLvoy els TOY Avdpa Kai Td 
mpatTopeva piroTyoupevwy. > 

Vea 2 ™ x ‘ ~ fh X ae a > s ‘ 

Oidv éore kai 76 rept Tov Tloumniov dexyGev eixdvwv, as avnpnuevas Kai 

4 . la a * m” 
kataBeBAnpevas 6 Kaioap éxéAcvoev dvactaPjvar: Kat dvertdOnoav. “Edy 
yap 6 Kixépwr, dre tavty TH PiravOpwrig. Kaicap tous wev Lopurniov toryot, 
tos 8° avtot myyvvow dyvopidytas. 

85. XLI. Avooipevos 8’, os Aéyerat, THY wdtpiov ioTopiay ypapy 
mreptdaBeiv* Kal ToAAG ovppiEa TGv “EAAnuKdy Kal 6Aws Tos GUVYyLEvoUS 
Aoyous air@ kai piOovs évradOa Tpépar, ToAAGIS pkey Snpociors, 7oAACIs 3° 
307 , , 2 , \ , ze 2 , “5 
dios Katey pn mpdypacw aBovdrntos Kat maBecw, Gv aiOaipera Soxel 
mrdoTa cupSyvat. 

86. Lparov per yap drereuaro thy yuvatka Tepevriav® dyednOeis in’ 
aiths mapa Tov TOAEuOV, OTE Kal TGV dvayKaiwy épodiwv évdens azocTa- 

e : * . 7 m 
ijpvat kal yd’ dre xarhpev adiis cis “Iradiav tuxeiy ebyvepovos. Adri pev 
x ee = 6 2 ¥. ty ie EY an ‘ & 3 he a 
yap ov HAOev, év Boevteotw diatpiBovros aitov roAty xpédvov, épyouevy dé 
2 : , 
7H Ovyatpl, radioxy veg, TooaiTyy dddv ob TourhY mpéroveay, ob xopyytav 
’ > a x % 2 F / K , , 4 4 ‘ 2 ay 
mapécxev, GANG Kat THY oikiay TO Kiképwv mavTwv épynwov Kai Keviyy dmréedetev 


(ad Att. IX. 1), but some of these had already been Latinized, e.g. by Lucretius. 
duepés, with its Latin equivalent, does not occur in the extant works of Cicero. 
See also Acad. I. 5. 14. 24 ff.; de fin. ILI. 2, 5.15; Zuse. III. 8, aos de orat. 
I. 34, 154- 

1E.g. essentia = otela, cp. Sen. Zfist. 58, 6; quantitas, qualitas (rooérys, 
mors) ; evidentia (évdpyeca) ; pronuntiatum (aflwua); appetitio animi (pu). 

2 Cp. § 5 and p. 31. 3 (A) E.g. ad fam. IV. 4.13; VI. 12; IX. 16. 

4 (A) Com. Nep. fragm. (Peter, Fragm. hist. Rom. p. 223); Cic. de leg. 
I. 5; Calen. ap. Dio Cass. XLVI. 21 mpoéuevos yap mavra ra 7H bd Te- 
mpaypuéva cvyypayat, rer’ ovK dd THs KTicews abris . . . dda dd THs Urarelas 
Tijs €avtod nptaro ad Att. XIV. 14, 5. 

5 Divorce 46 B.C.: ad fam. IV. 14; XIV. 11; ad Att. XI. 16.17; XII. 22; 
Dio Cass. XLVI. 18, 3. Cp. Tyrrell and Purser, Corresp. of Cic. I p. 37 ff., 
IV p. XLV ff., and above pp. 19 f. 42. 
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| 7 > , . 
€mt moAXots oprcae kat peyddos. Attar yap ciow ai fisafopier at 
a8 Sarrdcews ebmperéoraras Tpopacets. TH 8 Tepevria Kal TavTas apna 
pen Aaurpay dmonyre viv drodoyiav airos éxeivos pet ov mod Xpévoy 
ynpas TapBevoy, ws pev 4» Tepevtia careprucer, cpus ms Gpas, ws 6e 
Tipwr 6 rod epee drreheiGepos yéypager, eteopiis evexev mpos dia- 
Avow Savetwv. "Hy yap % mais opddpa rAovoia, Kal THy obctav abras 6 
Kixépwy év ister KAnpovopuos drodabes Suepidarrev. "OdetAwy S& 7od- 
X , a an n 2 
Ads pupiddas id rOv didwv Kal oixelwy éreloOn THv maida yhya rap 
€ # +2 2 ~ 
Hrtkiay Kai Tos davactas dmahrdéat Trois exeivys xpynodpevov.t 
"A Zs 8e a , \ 2 n N \ x 
vTwVos O€ TOU ydpou pvyobes ev Tats mpds TOVS BiduTmiKods 
2 a > a a * kd ¥ 
avtiypadats éxBarely airav pyot yuvaixa, rap’  eynpace’ xaptevTws 
a ‘ an 
apa THY oikoupiay Hs dmrpaKrov kai doTpaTevTov TapacKwTTwV TOD Kixépwvos. 
, an r 
Typavre 8° aire per’ od modi xpdvov 4 Ovyaryp areOave tikrovea Tapa 
, ger ; a 
AévtAw:? rottw yap éyauynOn peta tiv Tletowvos tod mporépov avdpos 
, a , fol 
tedevTyv. Kai ovwvqdGov pev emi tiv wapaprvbiav TO Kixépwn mavraxdbev 
oi dirccopa:® Bapéws 3° dyav jveyxe TO TpBEByKds, BoTE Kal THY yapy- 
Oe, i #2 Aa A as Poa 
Ocicay droméupacbar dokacay Hobjvar TH TeACUTY THs TuAXas. 
ms , 
XLII. Ta pev oty kar’ oikov ows eye TO Kixépwont. 
fol Ys % i¢ ¥ , > 4 # vv 
87. Ths 8 émi Kaicapa ovnotapevys mpdfews od petéoxe, xairep Ov 
£ a 2 ~ F ‘s ‘ Ca X + \ xX x 
éraipos éy Tois udAucra Bpovrov kal BapiverOar Ta mapdvra Kal Tad madaL 
~ - a e cA > ig > > 4 cmv 2 a , 
mobeiy tpdypara Soxwv, ws erepos ovdeis. “ANN Cecav of avdpes adtot THY 
te plow ds evdea TOAUNS TOY TE Xpdvov, ev @ Kal Tals éppwyevertarats 
piocow emidrcire TO Oappeiv? 
© 2 bd 2 t ~ % a XN , ae 3 ‘ a“ 
Os 8° oty érérpaxto Tois rept Bpotrov kai Kaoowy 7d épyov Kai Tav 
Kaicapos ditwy ocvnotapevwy emi tors avdpas adfis Hv déos éudvAcos 
i an ri ‘\ # > , LY € td si. ‘\ 
moA€uors mrepireTh yeverOar THY TodL, "AvTwvos pev trarevoy THY Bovdjy 
, : 2. Gi ny - 6: \ € A K 4 be + ‘3 
ouwyyaye Kat Bpayéa® dieA€xPn rept dpovotas, Kixepwy d€ woAAad mpods 
\ N 3.28 \ ” N , > , a, 
Tov Katpov oiKeiws SueAOwY ereace THY oVyKAyTOV "APnvaiovs pupyoaperny 
> , 7 ~ ee K Fg 2 0 na Oe ., an ‘ K 3 ‘ 
dpvnotiav" trav éxt Kaicaps YypicacOa, vetuor 5€ Tots rept Kdcouoy Kat 


lad fam. IV. 14; ad Att. XII. 22, 1. 32, 1. 

2Eg. ad Att. XII. 15. 184 ff.; ad fam. 1V.6; VI. 18, 5; Ascon. 2 Pes. 1 
filiam post mortem Pisonis generi, P. Lentulo collocavit, apud quem illa ex 
partu decessit. 

3 (A) Caesar (ad Att, XIII. 20), Brutus (ad Att. XII. 13), Lucceius (ad fam. 
V. 13), Sulpicius (ad fam. IV. 5. 6). # (A) ad Att. XII. 32. 

5 (D) Pil. II. 11 ff.; Dio Cass. XLIV. 20; XLVI. 22; ad fam. XII. 2. 

6 (D) Pai. I. 1, 2. 13, 32- 

7 (A) Pail. Il. 35, 88; I. 1, 1, ieci fundamenta pacis Atheniensiumque 
renovavi vetus exemplum Graecum etiam verbum (sc. duvyoria) usurpari etc. ; 
Vell. Pat. Il. 58, 2; App. &.C. IL. 126 ff. 142; Dio XLIV. 22. esp. 26. 33. 
34, 1, Kixépwy meév tatra eln@v érece Thy yepovolav undéva undevt uvnoikakjoar 
Wnoloacbac Zonaras X. 12; Plut. Brut. 19. 


45 B.C. 


45 B.C. 


44 B.C. 


44 B.C. 
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rn a‘ : e% - . 
Bpodrov ézapxtas. “Eoye d& tovrwy réAos ovd<v. “O yap bijpos avrds pev 
> * a ‘3 > 2 ae ae: 78. ‘ xX > , ou > a 
ap’ éavtod wpds oixtov ébaxGeis,’ ds ede Tov vexpov exxouCouevoy 6’ d-yopas, 
*Avtwviov b€ Kai THv eoOyTa detavTos avTois alwatos KaTaTAEwY Kal KEKOp- 
; ae ; sisseaa ~ edn 
pbeny TavTy Tols Evpeow, éxuavevtes im dpyns ev ayopa Cytnow érovotvTo 
~ 3 ~ % ~ mW 2 8 . es mW c € ¥. € 5 a 
Tov avdpav, Kal Top exovTes emi TAs oikias Geov ws ipdwovres. Oi Se Toi- 
a : f . 
Tov pev TO TpoTepvAdyxGat Suepuyov Tov Kivduvov, Er€povs S€ ToAAOUS Kai 
, a se Sos 
peydAous tpoodoKavres e€€Aurov THY TodLY. 
a cal ba ‘ 
XLIIL. Evts oty 6 “Avravos érnpro, kai maou pev jv poBepes ws 
povapyyowy, TO b€ Kixepwn PoBepwraros. 
> ; _ a es . 
88. “Avappwvvperyy Te yap aitd mad dpav Thy Siva ev TH ToALTELa 
ma sR yechases neti sayy , ry \ 
Kal Tots rept Bpotrov émurndeov cides 7xGeTo mapévTt. Kai mov tu Kat mpo- 
ited c rs 2 ~ x 2 54 x ‘ ba ‘s > 4 ‘ 
Uanpxev bropias airois mpos GAANHAOUS KaTa THY THY Biwy avopoLoTNTA Kal 
3 lal Ls € , a X 7 ‘ 
diadopav. Tatra deicas 6 Kixepwv mpadroy pev oppnoe mpecBevtiys Aodo- 
, . : > 
Ba&Ag ovvexrrcdoa eis Supiav:*® émet 8 of pedXovtes brareve per’ “AvTo- 
” ‘\ Z my a * & Xx cal r 207 XN 
nov, Iptios kat Taveras, avdpes dyabol kai Cndwrai Tod Kixépwvos, edéovro py 
opas xatadimeiv, vrodexouevor KataAvoew “Avtwvov éxelvou mapovTos, 6 On 
yo? 9 a , ” , , nN » , € 
OUT amuoTav TavTdracw ouTe misTevwy AodoBédAXaY pev Elace Yaipev, bu0- 
, ‘y ~ b * m” x , > > ta , a as ~ 
Aoyyjoas Se Tots wept Tov “Iptiov To Oépos ev AOrjvas Sidgev, drav d° éxeivor 
n > ‘ 4 
rapadaBwor tHv apxyv, apierOa madi, abros xa” éavtoy é&érAcvoe. 
7 i ve a < 
Tevomerns 8& mepi tov trody SiarpiBis Kai Adywv aro “Puwpys, oia Prrci, 
s ; a era: , , 
Kawvav mpoorerovTwy, peTaBeBArARoOa pev "Avradvov Oavyactyy peraBorgrv 
\ y a 
Kal mavTa mpaTrew Kal wodrTeverOar tpos THY ovyKAnTov, évdeiv de THs 
éxeivov mapovoias TA mpdypata py THY apioTyy exev Sidbeow, KaTapeppa- 
aS € a x * 2 f | s -."£ , 3 5 | 
pevos aTOs abTod THY ToAAHY eiAGBeay avéotpepev adlis eis“ Pwunv.? Kai 
TOY TPUTwV ov dinpaptavey eATidwY* ToToUTOV TAROOs avOpwTuY b70 Yapas 
x , x X 2 Eg > ¥ ‘ es ¢ , s * 
kal mé0ov mpos THy andvrnow eexvOn, kal cyedov Tuepyo.ov dvyAwoay 
; eo tech atkins ed ane ¥ in i N , 
xpovov ai wept Tas wUAas Kal THY eicodov aiTod defwoets Kal Pitoppoowat. 
lal » i ‘ x. ? Ed x a Fa > 
TH 8 torepaia BovAnv cvvayaydvtos “Avtwviov kai KadodvTos atTov ovK 
x 42 N r no» 2 a , > , 
HAGev,* dAAA KaTéKeLTO paAraKus Exe eK TOU KOTOV oKnTTOpEVoS. *EdoKet 
8 radnbes emBovdjAs civac PoBos ex Twos tropias kai pyvioews Kab” ddcv 
se ; Sad Sy Martie dite: cvew Sak i beBalel we 
aiT® mpoorerovons. vTw@vos 6€ yaderas pev etyey eri TH biaBoAn Kat 
a nv tol , 
otpatuitas éreupey aye abtov i) Katampyoa. THY oikiav KeAevous, évoTay- 
1 an \ iA I 3 ‘ 4 2 Rd x * 
tov 6& woAAdy Kal denPevtwy évexvpa AaBwv povoy éeravcato. Kai rd 


1Cic. ad Att. XIV. 10 laudatus miserabiliter; servique et egentes in tecta 
nostra cum facibus inmissi; P47/. II. 36, 90, tua illa pulchra laudatio etc. ; 
III. 12, 30, caedis et incendiorum causam quaesierit ex funere? These seem 
to be the only direct allusions to the famous funeral speech in Cicero. 

2 (A) E.g. Pail. I. 2,6; IIL; V; X1;—ad Att. XIV.7 ff.; XV.8; XVI. 3f. 

3 (A) E.g. ad Att. XVI. 7; ad fam. XII. 25; esp. Phd. 1. 3, 7 ff. 

4 (A) Pail. I. 5,11, solusne aberam . . . at ille, audiente senatu, cum fabris 
se domum meam venturum esse dixit. Nimis iracunde hoc quidem; V. 7, 19 f. 
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Aourov odtws dvrumapelvovres aTpeua Kai pudarrdpevor deréXovy, Gxpt ov 
Kaioap 6 véos & ‘ArrohAwvias Tapayevouevos TOV TE KAHpoV avedeEaTo TOD 
Kaiaipos exeivou Kal rept tov SurxyAlwy mevtaxooiwy pupiddwv, &s Avrd- 
Mos €k THS ovotas Karelyev, els Siabopay enntary mpos avrov.t 
89. XLIV. "Ex 8 rovrov ®idumrmos 6 Thy pip TOU véou Kaioupos 
éxwv kal Mdpxerdos 6 THY adAdHY ERB Revo (era TOU vEeavioKov mpos Tov 
Kixépwva ovvébevro, Kixépwva pev exeivy tiv dad tod Adbyou Kab riyy dad 
‘a4 iz, 4 ” ~ a ‘ al / L 2 2m \ 
™S mohitess Sivapuy €v TE TH Bovay Kal TW Sypw TAPEXELV,” EKELVOV be 
3 > tol a > 
Kixepwn thy dro Tov xpnudrov Kat Tév érhov dodddrcav. "H8y yap obk 
2) 7 ar, Gr IN t x 
oALyous Tov tro Kaicapt otparevoapevwv epi abrov lye TO peipdKtov. 
Lt , , an N , id 
90. “EdcKes 8 kal peilwy Tis aitia yeyovévar Tod Tov Kixépwva deéa- 
oh, 
cba rpobiuws tiv Kaicapos didtav. “Ere ydp, &s Corxe, Toparytov 
a“ % ~ ks 4 
Cévros kal Kaioapos eofe kata Tots trvous® 6 Kixépwv xarelv twa Tovs 
TOV GvyKAnTiKaY Tatdas eis TO Kamitwduov, ws pseAAovTos e€ adray eva ToD 
*, a \ a“ , 
Atos drodekviey THS “Pons apyep.ova. Tous d€ woXlTas tro GroveNns Oéovras 
9 na a 
toracOan rept Tov vewy Kil Tovs maidas év Tals mepiroppipors Kabler Oar 
» wv > = ‘ oe a > - 2 7 n (5 
owwryy éxovtas. "Egaipvys d¢ rév Oupdv dvoryOacav cal? eva tay mai dwv 
énuotapevev Kikhw rapa Tov Gedy mapamopever Oa, Tov O€ TavTas émioKoTely 
» , c we bed \ > eZ a“ 
kat dmoréumev axGopévovs. “Os 8° ovtos Hv tpoowwv Kar adrov, éxrelvas 
~ € ~ ~ a e 
Ty deiay Kat eimetv, “OQ “Pwpator, répas tutv eudvdAiwy todguwy ovTos 
€ N , ” als 27 one \ , \ N 
qyewov yevouevos.” Tootrév daccy évirnoy iddyta tov Kixépwva. tiv pev 
Ls a \ ~ ‘\ 
dav Tod mados expendxOar kal katéyev evapyas, airov 8 ovdk émioracOa. 
: 3 , S tA > * ia NF > a x a 4 
MeO” Hucpay d& KataBatvovros eis TO wediov TO "Apeoy adrod Tos Tuidas 7154 
Ea > a 0. > ~ FA 6n nw , lal e ” 6 
yeyupvacwévous arépxer Oat, Kaxelvov 6POjvat TO Kikepwve rporov oios wopOy 
7 7 2 2 N / rf mn id > ay ‘ 
Kab” Urvov: éxrAayevta b& muvOdverOu, Tivwy en yovéwy. “Hy 8 marpos 
2 nn an an 
Oxraoviov Tay otk ayay émipavdv, Arrias d€ pytpds, ddeAidys Kaicapos. 
9 a aA 7 >», 297 \ > 7 . KN > 
Obey Kaicap avira raidas ov éxwv idiovs THY ovciay EavTod Kai Tov oiKoV 
2 lal ¥: mw k 4 m xX € Med > ‘ 
éy tals Siabyjxaus édwxev. “Ex Tovtov dact Tov Kixépwva tO maudl xara 
Tas drayrijoas evry Kav emipendds, Kaxelvoy oixeiws SéxerOan TAs ones 
oivas* Kal yap éx TUxns avTO  yeyoueiis oup Be Bre Kixépwvos trarevorros.4 
91. XLV. Abrat pév ody rpopdoas joav Keyopevat: TO de mpds 
. 7 > 3 “ 
’Avranov picos Kixépwva rpotov, eira y Pvow TTwv ovoa TYAS TpoTeE- 
cA f hg , a i ~ 3 e 5 x 5 
Toinoe Kaicapt vouilovta wpoohap Pavey TH ToALTEIA THY ExElvou OvVapLV. 
ae , 
Otrw yap imye 76 pepdxioy avrdv, doe Kal Tatépa TpoTayopeve." 


1(A) Pail. III. 2, 3; IV. 1, 3; V. 8, 23; ad Att. XVI. 8; App. B.C. 
av 12; Dio XLIV. 12; Vell. Pat. II. 61, 1; Liv. Perzoch. 117. 
2 (A) ad Att. XV. 12,2; XVI. 11, 6; ad fam. XII. 23, 2; Pril. V. 16, 45; 
Dio Cass. XLV. 15, 4 
(D) * Suet. Aug. 94; Dio Cass. XLV. 2; Tertull. de anima 46. See p. 55 ff 
4 (A) * Suet. and Dio ll. cc. 5 (A) Dio Cass. XLV. 15, 4; Pel. V. 16. 
6 (A) Cp. Brut. ad Att. 1.17, 5, licet ergo patrem appellet Octavius Ciceronem. 
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°Ed’ & cddpa Bpottos dyavaxrav é€v tais mpos ’ATTLKOY érLOTO- 
i 
eed Bs er : 
ais KaOmpato rod Kixépwvos, dre dia PdBov ’Avtwviov Oeparevwy Tov 
Kaicapa dyAds eorw ovk éevOepiav TH waTpid: mpdttwv, GAAd Seaordryv 
i are ta 
piravOpwrov atta pyvwpevos. 
ff , ze , E 
Od pv dda Tov ye maida Kixépwvos 6 Bpotros év ’AOynvais duatpiBovra 
“~ € % ‘ 
Tapa Tos Pirocdpas avadaBwv eoxev ep? Tpyepovias Kal TOAAG ypwpevos 
ait@ xatapbov.? 
cal x # * \ my € FA 8 > ~ , Ld , 
92. Tot de Kixepwvos dxuny éoyev 7 Sivapus® ev TH TOE TOTE meyloTyY, 
a X , ft a ch x 
Kal KpatOv dcov €Bov Aero Tov pev “AvTo oy é&éxpovoe Kal KaTETTATiATE Kat 
, beat OM. Ngee ec ” — rer , 
TOAELNTOVTAS AUTO TOUS dv0 imarovs, “Iprioy kat Ilavoar, eéereupe, Kaicapr 
\ A a 
be paB8ovxous Kal otparnytkov Koopov,* &s dy TporoAcuodvTe THS TaTptOos, 
: ‘ 
érace Wynhicacba THY ovyKAyTOV. 
> * a - ‘ 7 4 a. & i. is , > Ld 
Exel 8° "Avtwvos pev qtryTo, Tov 8 imdrwv duorépwrv drobavevtwy 
> eee} i 5 y. tv t x 5 , 5 ¥ 3° € x 
€x THS maxys® mpos Kaicapa ovvéctynoay ai duvaues, deicaca 8’ 7 Bovdy 
a r lal a x an 
véov dvdpa® kal TUxn Aapmpa Kexpyuevoy erreipato Tysais Kal Swpeats dzo- 
- e ae , ee 
Karey avTod Ta oTpareipara Kal mepiomay THY Siva, ws pn Seomeryn TOY 
ud > 4 / 7 c a \ © a 
mpoToAenovvtwy ’Aytwviov mepevy6tos, ovtws 6 Kaicap pofnbels ixémeure 
TO Kixépwn rovs deopevovs kal meiOovras imareiav pev duorépors duod 
tal Xv ~ 4 
mparrey,” xpnoba Se Tois mpdypacw Ors aitos éyvwxe, TapadapBavovra 
THY apxnv Kal TO perpakcov Stokely dvdpatos Kal dd&ys -yArxydpevor. 
, X\ a 
93. ‘Qpordye: dé Katoap avrés, ds debs xatdAvow Kal Kivdv- 
id x rd ua na , > 4 1g 
vevwv épnuos yevéerOar xpyoato TH Kixépwyos év Sdéovte Pidapyia, 
, is 
mpotpedpevos avtov tmareiay petiévas oupmpatrovTos avtot Kal ovv- 
, 
apxatpectafovros. 
XLVI. *Evraida pévro pddcora Kixépwy érapOeis® im véov yépwv 
kat pevakiobels Kal cvvapyaiperiacas Kal Tapacxwy atte THY oVyKANTOY 
29’ Xx € x a ¥. * # . ry La eof J 
evOUs pev tro TOY dhidrwy aitiav eyev, 6Alyw 8 Borepov abrov droAwAe- 
kws 4oGerTo Kal Tod Syuov mpoguevos THY éXevdepiav. 


1In the one extant letter (Brut. ad Azz. I. 17, 2) some such censure is 
implied, but it is not so expressed. Cp. also Brut. ad Cic. I. 16; Cic. ad 
Brut. 1. 15, 3- 

2 Cic. ad Brut. J. 5,3; Il. 7, 6; Brut. ad Cic. II. 3; Plut. Brae. 24. A 

3 Cp. the passages cited § 881 and Plut. Amt. 17; Cic. ad Brut. I. 3, 1. 
10, 3. 15, 6; App. B.C. IV. 19 Kexépwy 6¢ werd Tatov Kalcapa toxvcer, oon 
yévorro av Snuaywyod povapyxia. 

4 Phil. IIL; V; VIII; ad fam. X. 28,1; App. &. C. III. 50 ff.; Dio XLVI. 
29 ff. — Cic. ad Brut. I. 15, 7, quis honos ei fuit non decernendus . . . decrevi 
etiam imperium . . . quid enim est sine imperio exercitus. 

5 (A) Pail. XIV ; App. &. C. III. 69 ff.; Dio XLVI. 36ff.; Plut. Azz. 17. 

6 (A) Dio Cass. XLVI. 41. 

7 (A) id. XLVI. 42f. (D) Cic. ad Brut. I. 10. 

8 (A) This was foreseen by Brutus. Cp. ad Cic. I. 4, 4f. 16, 7 f. 
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> \ x e : 
94. AdéyOeis yap 6 veavias kal TH brateiav AaBov Kixéepwva peey Sept, 2: 


F aE Z 
clace xalpev,’ “Avtwvin o€ kat Aeridw pidos yevouevos Kai rHv Sivapev 
> 2 *. ‘ ¢ a 
els TAUTO TUVEVEYKaY WoTEp GAO TL KTHMA THY HPyEemoviay évetuaTo pds 
2 7.2 \ , ” \ 
avrovs.” Kat xateypdpyoay dvdpes ots er Ovjoxerv, brétp Saxocious. 
- ps ed 3 ~ 
Tkeiorny 88 tév audio Bytypdtwv abrots ep. 7 Kixépwvos mpoypadi) 
2 3? , N a im 
maperxev, Avtwviov pev dovpBdrws exovros, ei py mpOros éxetvos 
é , 7 a % 
drobvycko, Aeridov 8 “Avrwvin mpoctiOeuévov, Katcapos 8 mpds 
2 , > + Ey, Si as , , ss \ 
apporépous dvréxovros. yivovto 8 ai civodor udvois dardppytor rept 
ee ; ye a _ 
woAw Bovwviav ef Hy€pas tpeis, Kal cvvyecay eis Témov TLva TpdTw TOV 
oTpatorédwy ToTaU@ TEpLppEdpevov. 
ca A 

Aéyeras 8& Tas mpwras yuepas Siaywrodpevos irép Tod Kixépwvos 
6 Kaicop évdotva: ty tpiryn Kat mpoéoOa Tov dvdpa. 

Ta 8& ris dvTiddcews oUTws efyev. "Eder Kixépwvos éxorivas Kai- 
capa, IlavAov dé radecApod Amdo, Acvxiov d¢ Kaicapos “Avranov, és 

na fal Lé 

hv Oeios aira tpds pytpds.* 

Otrws eérecov td Ovpod Kal AVoons tov avOpwrivev Aoy.opor, 
cal > 3 4 e 329% 2 LA 6. Ff > \ > Ls 2 f. 
padrdov & dreédekay ws oddey avOpdrov Onpiov éotlv dypidtepov éEovoiav 

wa0er mpoodaBdvros. 
95. XLVII.2 ITparropevwy d& rovtwv 6 Kixépwv qv pev ev dypots 
a > - 
idtors wept TotoKrov exwv Tov adeApov pe atrod: wvAduevor St Tas 
io » 2 ” lod i ¥ cat - 
mpoypapas éyvwoar eis “Aotupa petaByvot, xwptoy mapdAtoy Tod Kuxé- 
~ ~ a * 
pewvos: exeiBev 5& adciv eis Maxedoviay zpos Bpotrov: 48 yap irép 
2 a , > - a ? Eg - 8 > FA E] , 
avtTov Adyos épotra Kparotyros. “Exopilovro 8 év dopetous dmeipyKd- 
res bd Avmys* Kal Kara THY dddv epioTdpevor Kal TA Hopeia wapaBdr- 
an 2 ee 

Aovres GAAHAOLS TpOTwAOPtpovto. MadAov & 6 Keéivros AOvpe, Kai 
Aoytopos adtov eioyer THs dmropias: oddév yap Edy daBeiv oiKoAev, GAG 
*, aA rs - 7 > 101 + > > - XN f- 
kat TO Kixépwve yAtoxpov nv épodiov: apecvov ovy eivas Tov pev Kixe- 
pwva mporapBdvey TH pyy, abrov 8 perabety oixofey cveKevacdpevov. 
Tadr’ éofe+ Kal reprdaBdvres dAAHAOUS Kat dvaxAavodpevor SueAVOnoav. 

* 5 > Ie > a. ec ey an > an 
O pev oty Kéivros ob rodAais vorepov Hudpars bd TOV oiKxeTav Tpo- 

~ * x ‘ 

Sobels tots Lyrodow dvypéOn meta Tod adds. “O dé Kixépwv eis 


1Cp. Brut. ad Cic. I. 4, 6, te consulem factum audivimus; App. B.C. III. 
g2 dmedoyeiro Kal THY elonynow Ths brarelas vreperfper, nv abtds év 7H BovdrF 
mporepov elanyicaro. ‘O 5é Toootrov dmexplvaro, émirkdmTwy oT. TOY Plduv adTo 
TedevTatos évTUYXAVOL. 

2 (A) Liv. Pertoch. 119. 1203 Vell. Pat. II. 65 ff.; Plut. dv¢. 19; Brut. 26; 
App. &. C. IV. 2 ff.; Dio Cass. XLVI. 54 ff. 

3 (A) * Vell. Pat. II. 66,1; Suet. Aug. 27; de vir. ill. c. 81; Plut. Anz. 10, 1. 

4 (A) See § 94%. 

5 Flight and death of Cicero: * Liv. ap. Sen. Svas. VI.17, 22; Asin. Poll. 
ap. eund. 15. 24; Val. Max. V. 3, 4; App. &. C. IV. 7 ff. esp. 19 f.; Dio Cass. 
XLVII. 1-10. 11; rhetores ap. Sen. Swas. VI. VII. Contr. VII.17. Exc. VII. 2. 
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“Aotupa kopiobeis Kal mAotoy eipwv edOus évéBn Kal mapérAevoev axpt 
, i j ‘aA 3 , ye a 
Kipxaiov wvevpati ypwpevos. “Exeidey d& BovAopévwy edds alpey Tov 
~ mW oe x‘ * mo? ¥ Pa ‘ Sf. 
kuBepvytav, cite detoas THY Oddacouy eit OVTw TavTarac. THY Katoa- 
C3 ‘ ’ > , ‘ a 6 fal Ou € BS c > 
pos deyvwkws moti, aréByn Kai rapnr\Oe rely oradiovs éxaTov ws eis 
< # 4 > > 9 ad 7 ao # x 
Popny ropevopevos. AdtOis & ddAvwv Kai petaBadrddopevos KaTHEL Tpos 
, >» 
Oaraccav eis "AcTupa. 
et an 4 2% lol XN # / an o b 
Kdxet dvevuxrépevoey emt deavOy Kai drépwv Aoyopav, woTE Kat 
A \ pee eas 
raperbeiv eis THY Kaicapos oiktav dievonOy Kpida Kai opagas Eavtov éri 
THs Eotias dAdoropa mpooBadeiy.' 
a a J ‘ or 
*AXAG Kal TavTys aiTov diéxpovee THS 6000 dé0s Bacavwv: Kat TaAAG 
A , 
Tapaxwdn Kal TadivtpoTa Bovreipata THS yvouys weTaAapBdywv mape- 
4 A } 
Swxe Tots oikérais €avtov eis Kamitas xara wrody Kopiley, exwv exel 
Fis b. 5) LA a , gy May e > # 
Xwplia Kal Katapvynv wpa Oépors piravOpwrov, dtav ydiorov of éryoia 
KaTamTvewouy. 
"Exe. 6 6 romos kal vadv “ArddXwvos puxpov txeép THS Oadarrys. 
oh Ger aabe 2606. , Bg es GM n , Sao 
vrevlev apOevres GOpdor Kdpakes” td KAayyhs TpocEepepovTo TH TAOLw 
tod Kixépwvos él ynv épeccopevp: kal Kabioavres éri THY Kepatay 
éxatépwbev of pev €Bdwv, of O exorrov Tas TOV pyprpaTwv apyxds, Kal 
a 2 * S ns > Fd ? , 2 St, € - \ 
maow €d0xel TO Onpelov eivat movypdv. "“AméBy 8 otv 6 Kixépwv, Kal 
6a > Me mW bp > - Pa las Xx a 
mrapeAOwy eis THY ExavAty ws avaravodpevos KaTEKAUOn. Tov d¢ kopakwy 
of rodXol pev ert THS Oupidos SiexdOnvto POeyyduevor OopuBGdes, eis be 
kataBas émi 7d Kdwvid e-yKekaAupLLevo dv Kexeg kia] D 
araBas 3 vidtoy éy pevov Tod Kixépwvos dmnye Ta 
, a j * 
oToOmaTe KaTa piKpov ard TOU mpocwmov TO ivatiov. Oi 8 oikérat 
Tav? dpavres Kal Kakicaytes éavtovs, ef mepipevovot Tod deardTov 
# ‘ ft st ? > a na ¥, , 2 
ovevopevov Oeatal yevérOar, Onpia 8 aire BoynPd cai mpoxyderar rap 
détav mpattovtos, avtot § otk dptvovar, Ta pev Sede a de Bi 
p ; dutvovot, Ta pev dedpevor, Ta de Bia 
, , a , 
AaBovres Exdurlov ev TO Hhopetw pods THv Odravcav. 
= 9 2 € cad 2 a - , c £ 
96. XLVIII. “Ev rotted of cpayels eq Oov, Exatovrdpxns “Epév- 
3 ia , x rN 3°72 , » bY , 
vios® Kat ILomiAAvos xeAtapxos,” © marpoxtovias rote dixny pevyovte 
ovvetrev 6 Kixépwv, éxovres trnperas. 
Bee oy , A 
Evel 5 ras Ovpas KexAeiopévas eupovres eééxoav, ob patvopevov Tov 
- lot 
Kixépwvos ob8& trav évdov cidévar dackdvtwy,* Xéyetat veavioxoy Twa 
teOpappevov pev id Tod Kixépwvos ev ypappaci edevbepiows Kai 


1 See p. 29. 

2 Val. Max. I. 4,5; App. &. C.1V.19; de vir. ill. c. 81. 

° * Hieronymus (i.e. Suetonius) is the only other writer who mentions Heren- 
nius as an assassin of Cicero: in Formiano suo ab Herennio Pompilio (sic !) 
occiditur. See p. 27 ff. 

4(D) App. B. C. IV. 19 of wey ddd... Trety adrdv eEavaxOdvra ereyor Hon - 
oxurdropos dé, teMaT ys KAwilov, mexpordrov T@ Kixépwm éxOpod yeyovdros, Aalya 
T@ oxay@ ody drlyous dvtTe Thy drpamby decker. 
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pabijpac, dredevOepov d& Koitvrov rot ddeAot, Pir6royov Tovvoua, 
ppdoa To xXiAcdpxw 7d Hopeloy Kopuldpevov Sid Tov KaTagmuTov Kal 
avokiov mepimdtwv eri THY Oddaccay. 

“O pév ody xAlapyos 6ALyous dvadaBwv wel” éavrod mepicer mpos THY 
e€odov, Tov 8 “Epevviov Spduw depopévov bid Trav mepitatav 6 Kixépwv 
noGero, Kal rovs oikéras éxédevoey évradOa Karabécba Td opetov. 
Airés 8, domep ciwber, TH dpoteps xeupi Tdv yevelwv drropevos areves 
évedpa toils cpayetou, aibxpod Kal duns dvérAews Kal cuvreryKus td 
dpovtiiwv 76 Tpdcwrov, Gate Tods wreioTous eyKadrvacOa Tod “Epev- 
viov adalovros aitdv. "Eoddyn 8& tov tpdxndov x rod hopefov mpo- 
reivas, ros éxeivo yeyovws éEnxoorov Kal téraprov. Tyv d& Kepadyy 
dréxopev aitTov kal Tas xelpas, “Avrwviov xeXevoavtos, als Tous Bidurme- 
Kovs éypawev.2 Airds te yap 6 Kixepwy rots xar’ “Avtwviov Adyous 
Pitummxods eréypaye cai pexpe viv Ta BrBAla PrrAcmmexol 
KaXovuvTat. eye Pe ; : en 

XLIX. Tav 8 dxpwrnpiwy eis ‘Pduny xopicbevtwv ervye pian Ap yet 
peoias TeAXGv 6 “Avrdwos, dxovoas O& kal idwy dveBdyoev, ws viv ai 
mpoypadal tédos exorev.® F : oe 

Thy d€ Kkepadyy Kal Tas xelpas exéAevoev trrép vie euforov emt rob 
Byjparos Ocivar, Ocapa “Pwpyaiors ppixrov,* od 76 Kixépwvos épav mpdo- 
wrov olopeévois, GAAG THs “Avtwviov Puyjs eixdva. se eseappet 

TlAjy & yé te ppovycas Her piov év Totrots Toparwvig TH Ksivran 
yuvaixt Tov BrrASrAoyoy Tapédwxev. “H 8€ Kupia yevouevy Pow pair os 
dAAas re Sevais éxypnoato Tiwplais, Kal Tas odpKas droTéuvovta Tas 
atrod Kara puxpov dmrav, er éoOiev jvdyxacey.” Ore yap frie 
trav cvyypapéwy ictropyKaciv: 6 8 abrod roi Kixépwvos Srrehere 
Oepos Tipwy 76 mapdmav oddeé péeuvytat THS TOD PirdoAdyov 
apodogtas. 

97. IZvv0dvopast 8 Kaicapa xpédvors moAddXois vorepov einen ely 
mpos eva TOV Buyar piv: roy be BiBov éxovra Kuxépavos év ris 
xepoly exmrayeta TO twain memati ree : iSévra ae Kaioapa AaBelv 
kat SuedOey éExtata pépos TOAD Tod BiBdéov, water 8 Geo nioyen TO 
petpaxiw pavar, “Adytos dvyp, @ mal, Adytos Kal didAdrarpis. 


1 (D) See above § 95°. = = 

2 This agrees with Liv. ap. Sen. lic.; the traditional account is given by 
Plutarch in Avt. c. 20, 1, éxédevoev "AvTwmos Thy Kepadynyv dmokorfvac kal Thy 

etpa Thy Seklap, f rovds kar’ avbrod Nbyous eypaye. 

" 3 (A) Cremutius Cordus ap. Sen. Swas. l.c. 19 quibus visis laetus Antonius 
cum peractam proscriptionem suam dixisset esse. 

4 Cp. §.955; Florus IV. 6, 5. 

5 (D) Dio Cass. XLVIL. 8, 3. 


Dec. 7, 
43 B.C. 


30 B.C. 
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ia ‘ , a ’ > t € , NF 
98. EL PLEVTOL TAXLOTA KaTETOAeunoey AvTwMVLOY traTEvwY avTOS 


y , a ’ N ee 42> @ 7 Doo + © \ 
_ctdeTo ovvapxovta TOV Kixépwvos Tov viov,’ é ov rds T eikdvas y BovdAy 


xadetrev Avrwviov kal Tas ddAas HKipwce Tyas Kal tpoceyndicaro pdevt » 
a a # ” “a id Ld ‘ 8 Ej > ‘ F. 
tov Avtwviwy ovoua Mapxov eivar. Ovtw 70 datmovioy eis Tov Kuxe- 
- 
pwvos oiKov emavnveyKe TO TEAOS THS AvrTwviov KoAdcews.” 


COMPARISON OF DEMOSTHENES AND 
CICERO 


99. I. “A pév oty déta prypyns TOV Tept Anpoaévors kai 
Kixépwvos totopovpéevwy eis THY ueTepav adpixtar yvaorr, 
TAaUT €oTly. 

Ades S€ 7d cvyKpive THY ev Tos Adyos ety adrOy exelvd rou SoKw 
Hy Tapnoew appytov, 67 Anpuooberns pév eis TO PyTopiKdy evereve TAY, GTOY 
be = FA nN > ed ta € / » , a \ , 
cixev éx picews 7) doxnoews Adyrov, imepBadAdpevos evapyeia pev Kal devd- 
TyTL TOUS emt TOV aydvuy Kal Toy SiKOY crveteTaLopevors, dyKw S& Kal 

¥ ‘\ > ny i > t be \ id ‘ , 7 
peyadompereia Tovs émidetxTikos, axpiBeia d€ Kal Téxvy Tos TopioTas 

100. Kixépwy dé kai rorAvpabis Kal mouxidos TH TEpi Tovs Adyous 
arovey yevopevos ovvTagers pev idias Prrogdpovs aToA€AoTEV 

3 a i > x. 2 ” xX Fel > NX > x 
otk éXtyas eis Tov “Akadnpaikoy tpdmTov, od pay adda 
kal 0ua Tv mpos Tas Sikas Kal TOvs dydvas ypapopmevwry 
Noyuv SHrAOs Cotiv eEprerplay TLVa ypappaTwy TwapeTLoEl- 
kvvaOat BovrAdSpevos.® 

"Eorte O€ Tis Kal TOD yOovs év Tots Adyots ExaTépov dios. 
c X X NX ” + € - ~ & ~ > a 
O pev yap Anpoobevikds ew mavtds wpaicpod Kal madias eis Servdryta 

. x / > s , ” o C bg oy 
Kal orovdnv cuvyypevos ovK eAAVYVinv ddwoev, waTep 6 TvOéas eoxw- 

> > « ¥ \ iw \ ~ a ¢ ~ 

mrev, GAN Yporocias Kal PpovTidwy Kat THs eyowevyns MiKpias TOD 
TpoTov Kal oTvyvéTyToS, 

- XxX n an nm XX x £ 
101. Kixépwy 6 roddAaxXot TO TKUTTLKG Teds TO BumorAdyoy 
an # ~ 

Ex pepopmevos Kal mpaypata omroveys agia yéAwte Kal wodia KaTeLpw- 

vevopevos év Tats dixas eis TO yper@des Hpeider TOD TpémovTOS, WoTEp eV 

TH Katdéov ovvnyopia pdtv drorov moely abrov év tocatry 


1 (A) Sen. de benef. IV. 30,1; App. B.C. 1V. 51; Dio LI. 19, 3. 

2 (A) Dio Le. 7a Tod ’Avrwrlov Kocuijpara Ta wev Kabelrov, TA 5’ darjreav 
... 70 708 Mdpxov mrpbopnua dametrov pndevl Trav ovyyevav atrod elvar... 
ro0Td Té tives Ws ovx dbeel 5) cuuBav éAdpBavor ete. 

3 This statement is unjust-and must be attributed to some post-Augustan 
Ciceromastix. For Plutarch it would, moreover, imply too exhaustive a knowl- 
edge of the works of Cicero. Cp. p. 39 f. 
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Tpuby Kal modvredeco, rite ‘povais xpapevoy’ TO yap ov eeore py 
Meréxety, mavixdy elvar, kal radta év pSovy TO evdarpov Tov emipavertd- 
tov pirocdgpeoy riOenévov.) 

102. Aéyerar® 8 Kdrwvos Movpivav Siudkxovtos Srarevwy droXo- 

a ‘ ; 7 ss 
yetoOar kai word Sid Tov Kdrwva Kwopwddiv tHv Srwikyy aiperw éri 

aie, - . 
Tals aromias Tay mapaddgwy Aeyopevww Soyparwy: yeAwros dé Aawrpod 

, a a 
KaTwovtos ék TOY mepicon dra mpos Tovs diKaoTas, NO Stapediacas 
[6 ade apes TOUS camucvous eimetv’ ‘Os yedotov, 3 dvBpes, é exe” 
pev Urarov.” Aoxed 8& kat yéAwros oikelos & Kixépwy yeyovévar kai 
pirtookwrrys, TO Te TPdTwTOV abTod pediapa Kal yaAyvyy wapeixe.® 

Te d€ Anpocbdvous del tis ery orovdy, Kal TO meppovTiKds TodTO 

A F, 
kal ovvvovy od padiws daréAurev: SOev Kat SvoKoXov airov of éxPpol Kal 

4 
dvorporoy, ws aitds pyowy, drexddovv. 

II. "Ere tov év rots ovyypdmpace xatidety eote Tov wey 
Eu pedGs kal dveraxOds tov eis aitév datéuevov éyxwpiwy, dre TovTou 
8 a ‘ oe Ed a * 8 > a A ¥ Fe 

enoat mpos erepov Te peilov, TaAAG O evAGBH Kal peTpLov 

103. 7 5 Kixépwvos év rots Adyots dperpia THs TEeptavToAoyias 
> 7 x ‘ \ , esl bd X Ld ” cal 
dxpaciav tia Karynydpa mpos ddgav Bowvros, ws Ta Orda ede TH 

B t my a r , N r) B N € , 8 id 4 
tTHBévvw Kal TH yAOTTH THY OprapPiKxyny dreikery dagdvyy. 

a“ > > , 9 ‘ x 4 ra s Xx A Ls , 

TeXevtav 8 od Ta épya kal Tas mpages povov, dAXA Kal TOds Adyous 
érouvel Tovs eipnuevovs tr adtrod Kat yeypapmevous, Waorep “Iooxpare 
kal “Avagipever tois codiorats Siaperpaxcevdpevos, od Tov “Pwpaiwy 
djpov ayev a€iav Kal dpOodv, 

Bp.Ouv, SrAttoTdAav, Sdiov aytirados. 
3 A * BS X id é ‘ , > ~ > lal > 
Ioxvev piv yap ba Adyou Tov woALTEvdpevov avayKatov, dyarav 8 
> *%. ‘ i ‘ > X lat oe , 7 4 6 4 
dyevves kai drxvevey THY ad TOD Adyov Sdgav. “Obev éuBpiOéoTepos 
TavTn Kal peyadomperéotatos 6 Anpuoodévyns, Thy pev atrot Sivapiy 
eurreipiav Tuva, TOAANS Seomerny THS Tapa TOY akpowmevwy edvoias azo- 
- > bé, i A , a > , ‘ s % Ed 

atvopevos, aveAevOepovs b& kai Bavatdcous, warep ciai, Tovs eri TOUTH 
prvoewmevors yovpevos. 

1 Probably refers to 12, 28 ff.,but 17, 39 f. is sufficient to show that PI. 
never read this speech. See also p. 65. 

2 (A) Cp. also Plut. Cat. Adin. 21, 2. 

3 (A) Pollio ap. Sen. Suas. WI. 24 facies decora. 

= Cedant arma togae, concedat laurea /inguae (Cicero: /audi). This 
line, ridiculed by contemporaries and later writers, is energetically defended by 
Cicero himself (c Pis. 29, 72-30, 75; PAs. II. 8, 20; de of. I. 22, 77). Plu- 
tarch cannot, therefore, have read these works. It is, moreover, the only 
quotation of a Latin verse in his writings. See also p. 182, The reading /77- 
guae (Quint. IX. 4, 41; Ps. Sall. Zxvect. i Cic. 3, 6) seems to be the emendation 
of a rhetorician. If so, it would furnish another proof against a pre-Augustan 
origin of Plutarch’s information. 
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III. ‘H pev ody ev rd Synunyopety Kal rodirever Oar Svvapis Smadrds 
dpdoréepois imjpsev, wore Kal TOvs TOY dtAWY Kal TTpaTOTEbwY KUpioUS 
ScicAar, Anpoobevovs pev Xapyra kal Avome(Onv kal AewoOevyy, Kixe- 

‘ Toe 2. rd xX Ls € s x c nn > 
pwvos de Iloumyiov kai Kaicapa tov véov, ws attos 6 Katoap év 
Tots mpos “Aypimmav kat Mackyvav bropyvypaccy elpyKer. 
a be ny cal Ca ‘ £ rd 3 5 x > ny ia A 
O d€ doxet padcora Kat €yeTar TpoTov Gvdpos EmiOEerKVUVaL Kal 
Baoavilev, eLovoia Kat dpxy mav mafos Kivotoa Kal Tacav droKa- 

a i 
AUrrovea Kakiay, Anpoobdver piv ody tmfpgev, 008 wxe Tovadryv 
5 ra € A Sy # > x cat » an wa a bOe a“ 3 > 
idretpay EavTod pndeuiav apxnv Tov émipavdv dpéas, os odd THs tp 
abrod cuvretayperns ert Pidurmov éeorparyynoe Suvapews: 

104. Kixepwy d& rapias cis Suxedlav kai dvOUmatos eis Kidixiay Kat 
K 5 # 3 Xr -. > + a a Xr Xr DA > é is ‘ 

ammadokiav drootaXcis, Ev @ Kap THS PiAomAovTias aKpaloveys, Kal 
TOV TELTOMEVUY OTpaTHYOV Kal Pyepovwy, ws TOU KAEeTTELV ayeEvVOds 
»” a5 x c , - 2 a4 a é8 Es 5 , BAN’ 
Ovros, emt TO apracey Tperopevwr, od TO AapPavey EdoKer Sevov, & 
< ra ~ n > a x % 5 ig e oe ia 
6 petpiws Tovto Tov HyawaTo, TOAAHY pev erideréiv brepowias xpymd- 

2 , AAD 3 6 , N , 1 
Tw éroinoato, roAAnv € didavOpwrias Kat xpyoTOTYTOS. 
> ~ at yy - 
105. “Ev airy 8¢ tH “Pon Adyw pev drodeyGels Uratos, eovaoiav 

i. a) > , ® ¥. > ‘ x ‘ ia /* t 
8& AaBwv adiroxparopos Kai Suxtaropos emi Tovs wept KariAivay, éuaptv- 
pycev dua To TAdrwm pavrevopevw TradAav eLev Kaxav Tas odes, OTAY 
eis tatTd Stwapis Te peyaddn Kal Ppdvycis €K Tivos TYXNS XpYOTHS 
* , Xx x 
dravrnon peta Sixacoovvys. 

? i Be og i js 

Xpyparicacba toivyy dd Tot Adyou Aypoobévys pev erupoyws 
Aeyerar, Aoyoypapav kpvda Tois wept Bopptwva Kai “AToAACSwpoy ayti- 
Sikous, kal diaBAnOeis pev ert Trois Baoidixois xpyuaciv, dprwv b& Tav 
“Apradcwyv. Ei 8& ratra rots ypapovras (otk ddtyo. 8 eioty ot rou) 
pevdeoOar painuev, GAN’ Ste ye mpos Swpeds Baciiéwy ody xapuTe Kal 

“A 4 _ 
Tiny Sdopevas avTiBrear Anpoobevys ovk av érddpnoev, ov8 Hv TodTo 
76 épyov avOparov SaveiLovros émi vavtikots, duyyavoy avreuetv: rept 

S tA oo ‘ lad > a ay ra ~ 

8 Kixépwvos, dre kai Suxediwr@v dyopavopotvre Kat Bactdéws tod Kar- 
a 3 4 \ lat ry bi eA 7 gq? > t a 

madoxav avOuraretovte Kal Tov ev ‘Pwoun didwv, ér eemimte Tis 

moAEws, Swpovpevay TOAAG Kal Seomevwv AaBetv avTéryev, eipyTat. 

IV. Kai piv 7 ye puyy TO pev aicxpa Kromjs dAdvte cuvérece, TO 

a As 4 > , > Fd > , a s ‘ 
dé KdAALCTov Epyov avOparovs ahitypiovs exxdavte THs watpisos. Ard 

a * > a3 4 x 2 * ee or 2 t 2 a” La Fa 
TOD pev ovdels Adyos exmirrovTos, ef @ 8 H avyKANTOS eoOATA TE diYA- 
rake kai wévOos éoxe kal yvapunv trip oddevds cimety éreicOn tpdrepov 
x 
9) Kixépwr xdbodov yndicacbat. 

106. TH perro duynv dépyas 6 Kixépwv dupveyxev év Maxedovia 
Kad ypevos, 

a Xx , \ € x 3 , lol Bi ia 
7d 8& Anpocbeva Kat 7 pvyy péya pépos THs moALTElas yéyove. 
# * bs 4 an_ tf 2. ‘ 14 
Suvaywvlouevos yap, worep elpytat, Tots "EXAyot Kal Tovs Maxeddvey 


1 See §§ 25. 28. 70. 
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, > . r, 
mpeoBas éfehavvwv emnpXeTo Tas odes, TOAD BeATiov OepecroKA€ovs 
. > : : 
kal “AdkiBiddov mapa tas abtas Tvxas gavels moAirys* Kal pevTor 
‘ * 
KaTtehOwv adOis éavrdy éméSwxev eis Thy adtyy tavtny toditelay Kal 
, a , 
duerédet rodewOv mpds Avrématpov kal Maxeddvas. 
- ~ 2 > KK cal a 
107. Kixépwva 8 wveidicey év tH BovAg AatAtos airovpévov Kaica- 
c a t a nn 
pos UTATElAY eETLEVOL Tapa YOmoV, OVTW yevELOVTOS, TLWTH KAOHLEVOY. 
2 ‘ a a t 
Eypagde 8& kat Bpodros! éyxadav os peilova kat Baputépav 
, S x 
mera.dor piBykore tupawida Tis bh abtod KataAdvbeioys. 
108. V. "Emi raou 88 rijs reAeuTis Tov pev oiKTEipar Tis av, dvdpa 
2 cal , a 
mpeoBirnv 8: ayévveav ims oikerav dvw Kal Katw Tepipepdpevoy Kai 
. 4 
Tepipevdyovra tov Odvatov Kal doKpuTTopevov Tos Ov TOAD pO TIS 
, ca >> os 2 > 9 , 2 ay 2 \ N N 
pvoews yKovras ex aitéy, cir’ dtocpayeta:? Tod 8, ei Kal pupa wpds 
a \ 
THY ixereiay évédwxev, dyaoT) pev y mapacKevy Tod dappdKov kal 
, an ¢ ~ fal a tad 
THpHoLs, ayacry 8  yxpHows, dTe Tov Oeod pH mapacxdvTos aiTo 
x. > f 4 2 N ig x ¥. 2 an y * 
THV aovriav, worep emi peiLova Buwmov Katapvywv, ex TOV drwy Kat 
a 5 , x € A 4 ~ * fe / Ai , 
tov dopypdpwv AaBav éavTdv @yeTo, THs “Avtiratpov KatayeAacas 
per 
WPLOTHTOS. 


1 Brut. ad Cic. 1. 16; ad Att. 1.17. : 
2 Cp. Iuv. X. 118 ff.; Ps. Quint. Dec/. 268; Tac. Dial. c. 40 ext. (see my note 


P- 374). 
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M. TULLIUS CICERO 
(Anon. de viris illustribus c. 81) 


M. Tullius Cicero, genere Arpinas, patre equite Romano natus, 
genus a Tullo Attio rege duxit.1 Adolescens*® Rosciano iudicio ? 
eloquentiam et libertatem suam adversus Sullanos ostendit,* ex 
quo veritus invidiam® Athenas studiorum gratia petivit,® ubi 
Antiochum’ Academicum philosophum studiose audivit.? Inde 
eloquentiae gratia® Asiam,” post Rhodum petiit, ubi Molonem, 
Graecum rhetorem, tum disertissimum, magistrum habuit! qui 
flesse dicitur quod per hunc Graecia eloquentiae laude privare- 
tur.12 Quaestor Siciliam habuit. Aedilis C. Verrem repetunda- 
rum damnavit.& Praetor’® Ciliciam latrocinits liberavit. Consul 
coniuratos capite punivit.'* Mox invidia P. Clodii’® instinctuque 
Caesaris et Pompei” quos dominationis suspectos eadem qua 
quondam Sullanos libertate perstrinxerat, sollicitatis Pisone et 
Gabinio consulibus qui Macedoniam Asiamque provincias in sti- 
pendium opera huius acceperant,”* in exsilium actus ; ** mox ipso 
referente Pompeio* rediit™* eumque civili bello secutus est. 
Quo victo 7° veniam a Caesare ultro accepit ;7” quo interfecto™ 
Augustum fovit,® Antonium hostem iudicavit. Et cum trium- 
viros se fecissent Caesar, Lepidus Antoniusque,® concordia non 
aliter visa est inter eos iungi posse, nisi Tullius necaretur,® qui 
immissis ab Antonio percussoribus,” cum forte Formiis quiesceret, 
imminens exitium corvi auspicio™ didicit et fugiens occisus est.*® 
Caput ad Antonium relatum.™ 


1 Plut. Czc. c. 1 We. 4 19 ¢, 28 f. 8c, 42 
2¢.3 llc, 4 20 c. 30 2c. 44 
304.3 Reo 4 21 ¢. 30 80 c. 45 
£6, 3 Be. 4 226. 20:f, 31 ¢. 46 
56.3 4c. 6 28 6. 33, 32 c. 46 f. 
Ge. 4 15 ¢, 7 f. 8 6.33 33 ¢, 47 f. 
To 4 e.g 266,39 f. 34 c. 47 
8c. 4 17 See p. 545 % ¢. 39 5c, 48 
9 C4 18 ¢, 10-23 27 c, 39 36 c. 48 f. 
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PLUT. DEM. 2.3 
(See p. 4.) 


- x. 2 i > > x wv 
od mpoxet 
TO perro ovraéw imoBeBAnuevw Kai ioropiay ee poxeip 
: a €é @ AAGY Kal Stecmappévwr 
vo oixed dAAa E v TE TOV TOAAD 
ovd oixelwy, drAAa Edvw : xa Specs 
d d overt 
év €répots ouviodaay a Ao ae ae . xpi Lis 
5 vOd KaXov Kal 7 - 
brdpxewv Kal pddiota THY wodLW EbSdKLLoV Kal gids ; ane 
) ( mavtodaTtGyv abOoviay éxywy, kai dca 
Opwrov, ws BiBrAlwv re 6 ee 
j (a py 
tTovs ypddovras Siadedyovta cwrnplo aaa ae 
i if vrodkapBdvev dkon Kat dtarvybave- 
orépav ciAnde miotiv trodvap yea a 
) TOAAGY pnd’ dvayKaiwy évdets drodidoin Td epyov. pets 
evos, py 7 x ° E 
32 ay oikov aX ai fva py puxporépa yernrar pioxwporyres, 
6€ puuKpay oikovvres woALY, K b af He 
gv 8& “Pa kat tats wept tyv “Iradtav SscarpeBais 
ek ae tL ryv “Pwopatkyy dudrAexrov 
7 ¥ ifecOa. wept trHyv “Pwpaiky 
TXOANRS ovons yupva ‘ oe 
@ @ oo 
vO a AtTixk@v Kat Tay Ota de 
bro xpelr@v mo ; Pasa a aut! aes 
5 a] apeba Puwpaix 
Twv, 6we wote kai Toppw THs Ackias Apedw a ee 
; é i Kai a Oavpacrov pev, 2 
4 VELY. al mpaypa 
ypappaci évrvyxa 4 mpayya Savy Re 
GdnGes erdoxopev. Ot yap ovtws ék rev dvoudtwy ra mpdy ; 
7 : * 2 ec 2 lan * € Os € 
a TOV TpayLaTwY aus y 
ouvévar kal yywpile cuveBawwev Huiv, as ex iv mp i gue 
tv bua Tai dvopace. aX 
i; é las é Aovbety Sia Tatra Kal Tois 
émakoAov fl 
ws Eelxopev eprrerpias Sas ah re 
ec Oar Kal petadop 
é* ikns & eXlas Kal Tadxovs aicOay 
Rous 8 “Pwpaixys amayy ees ape a 
L tov @ Aoyos ayadAerar, xap 
évopdtwv Kal dppovias Kat Tdv dAAwY, ols @ aeyes ay avai 
is: Wy Oe TOUTO 
év Wyovpeba Kai ovx dreprés:  S5é mpos aout Peas 
SALAS v 78, GAN ototige wrAELwY TE TYOAH Kal Ta 
donors odK EdxEpys, aAA’® ote : a dE 
nS oO é 6 as ToLavTas émixwpet PrdroTip 
Opas €Ts Tpos Tas J —_— 
errs i ¢yv ro BiBAiw TovTw, Tov mapaddAyAwv Biwv dvte 
, % ' n 
Ad Kat ypddovres ev rh 5 py ae we ; i 
i 7 TOV Tpakewv Kal 
4 ept Anuoobevovs kat Kixépwvos, azo pe : 
ih i a bra i tas diabéces mpds aAAHAas érioKeWs: 
TodiTaa@y Tas pioes aitay Kal TAs = . hy sane der 
a Kal am ‘ 
od be vs Adyous avrekeraley é 
é rovs y ays 
peOa, 70 see as ev. Kéxet ydp, ds 
5 pdtwv 7 Sevvorepos eimety, édcou ees a 
ne 8 I 4 ja,” yv 6 mepittos év amrace 
a “derives ev xépow Bia,” Hv 6 meEp P 
oe pias an d Anpocbevous Kal Kixépw- 
Kextiduos dyvonoas éveavevoato avyKpiow =on ae a area ie 
i ” oF oa 
os éEeveyxely. “AAAG yap tows, ef ravrds Wy 76 “Ty 
o £ ~ bd 
mpoxepov, od« ay eddxer mpdaraypya Oetov evat. 
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